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" FOREWORD -

The Fort “Knox F:rei:d Unit has been highly successful in applylng psycho—

logical principtes and educational technology in solving Ammy training

problems.  The training evaluation/feedback team of this unit performs
research and deveiop ment aimed at providing the Army with practical methods

‘for assessing and improving the effectlveness of its training programs and
materials. i

In the past the Army has not had an effectlve method for evaluatlng and

improving their tramIng programs Prev1ous attempts to evaluate training

have either relied heavity on' the perceptions of the trainers and the

soldiers being trained; or have depernded on the use of hands-on - testlng

as the sole saurce of evaluation data: Neither of these methods has been

entlrely satisfactory. Perceptions of the trnrrmg by trainers or trainees

.Seldam \provide the kinds of information necessary to . 1dent1fy ard correct

specific training problems. = And while hands-on testing may identify

the tasks for which training is deficient; hands-on tests usually do not

provide any information about the probable cause of poor task petformance.
Without information about probable causes; specific a&?tiéﬁ cannot. be taken
to elmu.nate the tralm.ng def1c1enc1es.

Over a three year perlod the tralm.ng evaluatlon/ feedback team has devel—
oped a unique system fqr .evaluating training programs that. enabies* the
evaluator to identify and correct the mogt probable causes of poor task
performance. Detailed guidance in using this, new system ig provxded
in a set of easy-to-use job aids designed spec1f1ca11y for evaluating
-Army trammg programs. The ‘Training Program Evaluation (TPE). methodology
described in these job aids was developed by progressively refining proto-
type data collection procedures and formats through a series of field trials
.in which TPE was tested with' typical users against typical Ariy training.’
This report traces the develogment ard field trial of the TPE syStem fram
its inception to the campleted.TPE job ‘aids. The.informdtion progided in
this report on the field-trial of the TPE system and its associated job aids

may prove valuable to anyone tasked with conducting a large scale training .

program evaluation; particularly against a new system during the operatlonal

testing phases of the Life Cycle Syste‘ns Managenent Model -

i

w»l



i ' . o . <
, PREFACE. :

. s
‘ating training programs: Although the report includes considerable information ._
on the evaluation system ltself; no attempt has been made to fuily describe =~ "
ttic system or to demonstrate how it is used. That information is amply docu-
mented elgewhere {Witmer; Note 5; Kristlansen, Note 6; Kristiansen and Wigmer,
Note 7; and Kristiansen and Witmer; Note 8).. Similarly, though much is sald
about the MI OT-III in connection with the field trial of the training evalua-
tion system, this report makes no attempt to provide a comple L
the events assoclated with the M1 OT-ITT. Background informat]c the MY T T T
OT-IIf is prescnted only insofar as 1t relates to the development: and [{ecld
trial of the Training Program LEvaluation (TPE) job aids and procedures.

. This report traces the development and [icld trial of a system for cvalu-

The purposc of this report is tgofold: (1) To trace the development of
the TPE system from its {nception, thfough the Mt OT-III field trial; to.the
developed system as described in the revised TPE job aids; and (2) To explain
how ARI's cxpericnces ii using the TPE system; particularly during the ML

_t OT-III; led td}éhdﬁgéé in the TPE system. ‘ o

‘X
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REQH TREMENT R 7 7 o ;

\' o >
In April 1978, Eho Army Traininy Qtudy Group” (ARTH) asked ARI to, develop
‘|oh atds and meLhodolobiCdl guides fpr idssedsing the ¢ffcetivencss and effi~
toncy of Army trnlniqg programs. ARF§ further requested that the M1 tank

_system be used as a test bed to test the adequacy of any matcerials or method-
-oloytcs devoiopod’ Thlb report documean thc proccsa by which ARI developed

-

PROCEﬂURE ' T ' . :
' ~

A system for 3550351ng the cffcctrvcncqq and cfflcleney of _tralnjpg pro—

grams,; thchorth referred to as Training Program Evaludtigh (TPE) was de-
. veloped by altcrnateiy dcstgnrng, trying out, and revising data collcction
formats and procedurcs ARI's initfal response to the AR S request; which was

to. duvelop a- Trdlnlng Observation Form und u Training 0p1nion Quecstionnaire
for evaluating training durinp the Ml oT-11 indicatcd the need for additional -
dCVLlOmeHC of tralnlny evaluation materials:  TPE used as its starting point

the procedures and-data collection formats developed for ARI by Harless Per=-

formance Guild; Iné. These proccdurcq and formntq known ds the Harless Guide-

anc wcrc‘thted againbb scvcral c0ur e% rontxne Yy oonductcd at thc Armor

dC thc Armor Ccntcr wh11e cncouraglng, Indlcatcd that additional work wds re-

After furthcr modlflcatlons by ARI; the TPE system was ready to U;,,,
P thc major tc t of 1ts uscfulncss as a mcthod for cvaluatlng traInIng’

e tratning
dcslgncd to trnn51tlon qoldicrs from the M6OALl tank to the M1l tank during the

Ml OT-III." An ARI researcher_ was present on site during the OT to anaiyze the
TPE data and. asscs5 the uscfulncss of TPE in cvaluating the Ml transitionm
tralnlnb prograﬂ', Baqed on l¢ssons learned from the OT-III expericnce; ART
furthcr reviged the TPE materials.

FINDINGSr ‘ o : ; ~

tlon tralnlng program The data prov1ded by the TPE system were used to recoq; ;
\  mend changes in.the transition training program, Many of the recommended

changes were adopted by the trainers, with resulting increases in soldier, pro—‘
ficiency on the end<of-block tests Some of the NCO's collecting the TPEL data

during the fidld trial failed to make the necessary observations reéquired

the TPE qutcm op nste
training. To remedy this Situation, the TPE materials were revised following

the field trial in a way that .encourages data collectors to record- only what. . - ..

optlng instead to record thc1r subjective imprcessions of the

they observe rather than record their opinions about the training. The revised

TPE system is documented in a set of four user- oriented job @ids (ARI Research
Produetq 81- 15’ 8i~16; 81-17; and 81-18);

’

.. ' . ;7 ‘ . x . . ; L _ . \
. o A . vii Y o -
| ~ - 10 ;
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UTILIZATION . o ,
u thiy report muy be useful to military mdngzvrn
. The

informat ton provided 5T
fF?pOn”IbiiTtV to cvaluatc &xis ‘ting tratning proyrams

L)

The

who are given the
vadrt traces the dovolopmvnt and ficld Lrtul of the TPE system leadling {o the
f tuistied produ(t ~- the revised. IP! joh uids Itvpoint- out the advipitiages of
idomifio common pltf.ills m .ivoid whvn .ip-—

an evalwit fon mbthod and’

asuch as TPE;
””tly mis LdkOh in

TPE as
plying an evalwit fon system s
Jrial Q( thie IPI .yhtem miy hvlp milltlry mlnigvr» dvold cos
condact tny thetr own training program evaluat fons .
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. SECTION I | 3

° GENESIS OF THE TPE SYSTEM

Introduction

provement are not a standard feature of the KEmy training system., In 1976
a survey of training profram evaluation activities in the military services
indicated that, in the Army, individual schools did little to assess the effec— -
tiveness of the courses they conducted (Hall; Lam & Bellamy; 1976)y In 1981
the Comptroller General of thé United States; in a report to the Congress, said,

oo U ETAUSE T THE TATMY "does not have an effective Army-wide management system to
oversee the skill training program,. it is difficult to identify where improve-

N ments are néeded. An effective monitoring and evaluation system is needed to

provide Army <ommanders at all levels the program evaluation data and other
management information iceded Yor informed decision making." (GAO Report

FPCD-81-29, 1981. y - Tk

bc used by Army personnel to evaluate the effectiveness and efficiency of Army
training programs. The TPE system 1dent1f1es specific training program de-
ficiencies, allowing the program evaluator to identify the most likely causes
of poor soldier performance. The TPE system also-.assists, training managers in
correcting training- program problems by recommending courses of actions to be
taken by the training mandger in the’ event that partiCUlar deficiencies are
discovered The TPE system is unique in that 1t does not rely on the percep—

IndICdCiVC of a good training program. The TPE system requires- that an ob-
server be present on' sitec during t he delivery of training and during the con-—

: duct of the end-of-block tests to coliéct information about the instructional
"~ procedures used in training and testing the soldiers. The information obtained

“during this observation phase is used in conJunction with information Yrom the

lesson plnns and soldier performance data as measured by end- of block tests to

idcntify trarnrnE probram deficiencies and their probablie causes: By identxfyf
ing causes of training program deficiencies; TPE allows the Army to climinate
program deficiencies by rcmovinb the causes of those deficiencies: TPE ful-

fills the Army's neced for an effective means of monitorlnE and evaluating train-

e ing programs.  Complete information about the TPE system and how it is used is

documented in a serles of job alds (Witmer, Note 5; Kristiansen; Note 63
‘Kristiantien and Witmer; Note 7; dnd Kristidhsen dnd Witmer; Note 8).

2
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nUmber of new weapons systems were .under development and would be fielded in,

the.near future. Planners such as the Army Training Study Group (ARTS} foresaw

training programs designed to tra1n soldiers to operate and maintain the weapons_

systems. ARTS knew that the overall effectiveness of the weapons systems was

liriked inalterabiy to the effectiveness of the training programs developed for

them: This was @ source of concern. for ARTS because. adequate‘guidelines for

evalghting Arg? traInIng programs d1d not exist at the t1me.;

. IheAMlAOIAIi,TrainingiEvaiuation

- In April 1978, the Army Research Institute (ARI) received a mid—year re-

quest from ARTS to develop job aids and methodological guides for aSSessxng

the effectiveness and efficiency of Army training programs. ARTS further re-

quested that .the Ml Tank system be used as a test bed. .The M1 “was a major—————"————

weapon system that was already well into the Operatlonal Testing (0T) Cycle.

The individual training phase of the M1 oT- -I1 was about to begin. In order to

take advantage of the opportunity presented by the M1 OT-II; ARI quickly as-

n instruments to be used in evaluating the individual
training package for tran51tion1ng soldiers from the

4 M60AL tank to the M1 tank. A Training Observation Form (Appendtx A) was pre-

sembled two data collect

pared to structure the observation of training. In response to a request from

. the US Army Armor Center (USAARMC) ‘a Training OpinIon Questionnaire (Appendix
B) was developed to assess the ‘opinions and attitudes of the O6T-IT player per—

A sonnel regarding the training during different phases of the OT.

The Training Observation Forii and the Training Oplnion Questionnaire were -

piloted against the M1 OT-II transition training on site at Fort Bliss,; Texas,
by a tcam of ARI researchers. Followigg the 0T, the data collected u51ng .

these evaluation instruments were analyzed in an attempt to determine which of

- _the data collected were useful and which were not: The findings-regarding the

usefulness of the evaluation data were shared with USAARMC and ARTS.

The data collected during the OT— 1 was not adequaté for evaluation pur-

posecs; duec in part to the unavailabllity of individual soldier performance data.

* Few conclusions could be: drawn on the basis of the training observation and

training opinion data dIone. “Detailed analys1s 6f thé training opinion data

indicated that it was v1rtually useless as a measure of training effectiveness.

Because of the limited usefulness of the- evaluation instruments developed for

th¢ M1 OT-II, ARI and ARTS decided that an extensive developmental effort aimed

at- produc1ng a qystematic mettiod for conducting training program evaluations
was . needed.

Contracting for the Dovelopment of TPE Materials

loward the end of FY 78; ARTS requcsted that ARI write a statement of work
for a contriact to dcvclop TPE materials. The contract, to be let sole source

Ato leltss Performance Guild,; Inc.; was to be funded by monies secured by ARTS

f roii TRADOC, monitored jointly by the ARI Flcld Unit at Fort Knox and the
UQAARM( Dircctorate of Training ‘Developments- (DTD) and let4by the Fort Knox . .
Proourvmcnt Divt.ion of the Rircctorate of lndustrial Opcrations. The state-

mient of work was written and thc contract to develop TPE matcerials was let.
» 2
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_contract,

Under the terms of theq _
lines and  job: alds for evaluating the effectiveness of tralnlng designed for. -

the op%r itional testing of the M1 tank: Us1ng less0ﬁs learned during the OT=II,

Harless was requlred to develop gu1de—

‘the guides and job aids were td be designed so that they could be used by ARI

researchers to evaluate traxnlng durxng the M1 OT 111-

-wéré to 1nclude thelr own trainlng materials so that formal tralnlng in thelr

Although spec1f1caiiy deS1gned for ARI researchers

to dsé in evaluatlng Ml tran51t10n training,; it q;s understobd that the method—'

the 1ntroduct10n‘of a new weapons system into the- Army. , .

. re - . . -
. - 4 . . - .
.

<

.

O
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SECTION II -
" )

DEVELOPMENT AND TRIAL OF THE ORIGINAL TPE JOB AIDS .

The ‘Hatless$ Guidelines o - ' )

The pr1mary product to_come out”of the contract w1th Harless Performance -
‘Guild, Inc. was ARI Working Paper, FKFU 80-1, "Guidelinés for Conducting a
Tra1n1ng Program Evaluation.'" This document, completed in Novembeér 1979

wenit a long way towards fulfilling the Army s need for a systematic method
for ‘evaluating training progranms for new weapon systems. The "Guidelines.for

Conductlng a Tra1n1ng Program Evaluation (Harless, Note l) henceforth to be - -

into- five phases. In Phase 1, plans are made for conducting the TPE. Duringm:t__

_f'”_ﬁié“phase, aII'th“"Ba_Eground informatian, training materials, eyaluation - .-

instrumgnts, and task documentation needed to perform the TPE are assembled

and’.a plan for the conduct of the TPE 1s prepared. Data for determ1n1ng the
effectlveness of the traxnlng program is collected durlng Phase 2. .Data are

cottected to gescribe the actual training process, testing process, training

enviroument, trainee Characterlstics, 1nstructor characteristics, and instruc-

tor and traInee reactIons to the traInIng. Phase 3 consists of summarizing
 and anaiyzxng the in- course test data collected in Phase 2. An analysis of

the’ test data collected in Phase 3 ldentIfies the tasks on which test per-. .. . . _

formance is deficient and those tasks which reqUIre farther InvestIgatIon.W'

In Phase 4; training modules which warrant farther InVEStigatIOH are examined

to determine if ‘the evidence collected during the previous phases suggests

that the performance deficiencies are due to training or derive from other

causes:. The findings of the TPE are documented in Phase 5. In this phase; a

report outlining the steps followed during the TPE-and the conclusions :

reached_is written fof the sponsor of the evaluation: For Eﬁééé; 1-4; the
Harless guidelinmes provide detailed worksheets for recording the requ1red in-
formatlon. Step by-step d1rect10ns for completing the worksheets are also

prov1ded. _ &

ARI Fort Knox had worked closely w1th Harless during ‘the development of
the Harless gu1de11nes and was aware of the potential utility of the TPE
approach descrlbed in the guldelines. ARI researchers in1t1ally tested the

observer procedures and courses. in. platoon sergeants motivatlon, M60A1

track removal/installment and mechanical training fotr two different machine—
guns. From these early trials of the Harless guidelines, it was clear that
the worksheets used’for the observat'On phase were a valuable aid in identify—
ing training and ‘testing problems.r I
dcscribed in the gu1delines could be
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From ARI's early experiences with the Harless guidelirics, it became appar-

€nt that a cestain amount of skill is required to complete the various work—
.sheets in sufficient detail, and that this skill improves with practice. After-
using the worksheets in several differen Armor Center courses,; ARI researchers
found thdt they became more proficient in m¥king the necessary observations and
~In recording their observations on.the worksheets. To en3ure that persons and

R NS G L WOTISID oo dod s - =
organizations wishing to use the Harless guidelines received?familiarization

‘with and practice in using the worksheets prior to cénducting any formal evalu-

ations, ARI instituted the procedure of comducting a shortVworkshop on TPE
methodology for potential .users. » '

~ >

» ‘In the workshop; the.purpose of TPE and the approach described in the .

‘ guidelines is explained. The user is then stepped through the worksheets, ¢ ;

item-by-item. When the user’ is thoroughly familiar with the worksheets and

~—-—method;  he/she-then practices using the wWorksheets in evaluating an operational

three- or four-hour block of instruction. Upon completion of the practice
exercise, the user shares obsérvations with those of other #yorkshop partici-
. tants and receives feedback from the workshop leader. )

.User Acceptance of the Harless Guidelinés AP . -
N ~ [d g . Y

B ‘ s

the methodology described in:.thé guidelines was' reaffirmed by the many requests

Thé Harless guidelines wére well receivdd.by the Army and the need for

-that ARI received for' copies of the-guidelines and to conduct worKsHops in
their use: Workshops have beehSC6ﬁductéd for the USAARMC Staff and Faculty .

Training Division and_Directorafe of Training Developments (DID),. the Office.
of Armor Force Management and Standardization (OAFMS)? and the US Army Armior
and-Engineer Board. Other organizations teceiving workshops prior to the Ml
' OT-III were the Directorate of Fvaluation at Fort Benjamin Harrison, TRADOC
Combined Arms Test<Activity (TCATA) at Fort Hood; and ARI researchers and

civilian_contractors a onnection with-the proposed-evaluation o

of new equipment training (NET) for dgveibpiﬁg Air Defense ‘Weapon Systems. Of .
these; the most frequent user of the Harless guidelines has been OAFMS: OAFMS

"+, has the mission of eyaluating the state of trainigg in the Armor force and has

‘uged .the guidelines to help satisfy its role as the ' Direttorate of ‘Evaluation
at Fort Knox. In additiom, the USAARMC DTD used the Harless guidelines to

certify-the NET program and prépare.Operational .Tést Readiness Statements

(OTRS) on the Cavalry Fighting Vehicle (CFV) OT-II NET playér personnel:

Lessgns Learned in Using the larlasS Guided
7 -

Several lessonsgere learned from conducting the workshops for the various
organizations and in providing assistance to OAFMS .during the evaluation of : the
CFV dnd Advinced NCO caSrse,ttaiﬁiﬁg. "The first lesson learned was “that some:

+.individuals are much more proficient. in using the Harlkess Guidelitips to objec= -
tively cvaluate training than are others. -Some observers tend to ‘use the'

" llarless worksheets to record their subjective impressions of tle training or
trniher,7rnthér,thahfpérfd;m‘thé ﬁbfé‘aéﬁdﬁaiﬁé task of making thesspecific
observationy galled for by the Harless Guidelines: Other observets, viewing
the same praining, utilize the workshects correctly, -identifying inmportant

- praining problems. | THis -Suggcsta that, whenever possible; .prospective data

————

B T e———— - . . [ § . -
LI . - P . R I ) -
. . A

> . . - .
‘e _ ;
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collectors should be screened in order to eliminate those who for one reason

or another do not use the Harless worksheets correctly. The practice exercise

during the TPE workshop provldes an_ excellent opportunIty to IdentIfy Ind;VId—

uals who do or do not make good trakiiing observers: ' A second lTesson learmed

was that while tlie guidelines and accompanying workshop were usually effective
in teaching potential users to plan the TPE, collect the data add}ldentlfy

possiple causes of peiformancé def1c1enc1es, it was somewhat ess
training users to draw conclusxons and make recommendations for training pro—

effective;in

»1

gram changes based on the data collected: ' The dIffIcultIes“that potential’

users experlenced in draWIng conclusxons and making recommendatIons suBgested

the need for additionat guidance in the analysis and conclusion phases (Phases

3, 4, and: 5) of the Harless gu1de11nes. : S .
; ,

__mA—Jéb—ﬁié—for*GorréEEiiéfiiéiiiﬁé:ﬁfﬁifﬁﬁfﬁéficieﬁciésw’7m_ . , v

ARI was not surprIsed that early users of the Harless guIdellnes experx—

enced difficaities in draw1ng conclusions and making recommendations based on

their observations of traInlng. ARI had already discovered that the procedures

outllned in Phase 4 of the Harless gu1dellnes did not lead typical military

users to a clear identification of the causes of a given performapce def1c1ency.

Addltionally, the guidance provided in Phase 5 was insuwfficien® for an un-~

initiated user. Furthermore, Harless hi’ not been tasked to include .guidance

I to the*user on -how_to. recommend_program changes.based on.performance defi~-

-ciencies; the tasking had only been to provide a method for identifying those

deficiencies and their possible causes. Procedures for correcting performance

defIcIencIes was to be.the subJect of "‘a second developmental effort. —

In the last quarter of FY 79 a contract was lét to savlllé‘ Réséérch é'o"r: '

,,,,,,

basis of tra1n1ng problems d1scovered dur1ng the evaluatlon of trainlng The
~final product;entitd edA'MeﬂTUdvl‘Ugy—fOT‘ﬁorrect‘lrrg“ﬁef ictencies in Trainiig
Programs;'" was completed by Sev1lle PResefirch Cotporation in Aprll 198Q (Spears,
Maxey and Roush, Note 2).

'

. ARI rcscarchers to evaluate trans1tlon tra1n1ng dur1ng the Ml OT—III. The S
Harlcss guidelines. -wcre to be tised to observe training and testing in order to
dctermlnc the-causes of performance def1c1enc1es. The Seville product would

‘by the Harlcss guldellnes. Although the contract with Seville called for a

dociitient compatible with the Harless' guldellnes the Seville product did mot

" interface well with the Harless guidellnes. Further“work was required to gen-

. erate a methodology for correctlng,defIcIencies that would be compatible with
the TPE ‘methodology described in'the Harless guidelines:

. ‘- :
¢ i
R ' . .

&
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PLANNINC THE M1 OT—III TRAINING EVALUATION;

d .Range of Evaluatidn,ActiVitiés

Planning for the Ml 0T- III began early.. The OT-III was to focus on re-

SQIYlng the tra1n1ng and malntenance issues unanswered by Ml OT-II. Just how

tn}e was to be accompllshed was dec1ded in a series of meetings among the par-
t}g{pag;ng organizatiﬁns. the TRADOC Combined Arms Test Activity (TCATA),; "the -
Operationai Test and Evaluatlon Agericy (OTEA); -the Afmor Center Directorate of

a

Traininé Developments (DTD), the Office of Ariior Force Management and Standard--
ization (OAFMS), the TRADOC Systems Analy51s Act1v1ty (TRASANA); and ARI.

.In the eariy ‘meetings of the above mentloneddsgganzzaflons few decisions

were reached: The meeeings served primarily @5 & forum fdr each organlzatlon S

to state its views and data needs to. the other participants. For example; in

th?,??,UaFGb,1979 meetlng, OTEA stated its preference for obtaining user per-
formance data as the measure of,tralnlng effect1venEss ‘while TCATA argued for

a more direct measure.of training effectiveness. OTEA suggested that the OAFMS/

TRASANA/B?@{éRI tralnlng effectiveness dnalysis be dccepted by TCATA;, but TCATA
insisted that it preferred to conduct its own TEA. Among the other issues

~——-discussed during the 29 March meeting was whether the OT=III. should be conducted

at Fort Kmox or Fort Hoocl’l

In“June 1979, OTEA drafted a test plan outllnlng the scopeigffghe M1

OT-III. The OT-IIT was to be a three-phased test conducted by TCATA from June

1980 through Aprll 1981: Ml tanks were to be delivered incrementally, begiii-

ning with three in June and continuxng until a total sf 55 had been issued by

the end of November 1980.\ }Mrlng Phase I (tranthlqn traln;ng),_awxank”bat-ﬁ~

talion would be transitioned company by company from the'M60 series tankto the

M1l tank. Transition tra1n1ng, to be conducted at Fort Hood by the Ml New

Equ1pment Training Team (NETT), would consist of ,an orIentatlon»for staff per-

son&el "individual and collective tank crew skill tralnlng, and organlzatlonal

maintenance personnel training., Training for DS/GS maintenance personnel was

to be given at the US Army Ordnance School at APG, MD. Phase ii, consisting: .of

a live firing eXercise under simulated combat conditidns Integrated with maneu-

vVer exercises, would be used to determine the mission and system reilabiiity

for tne test. Phase IIT; would 1nvolve up to a tank battalion task force en-

gaged in non—flrlng exercises against; an aggressor force (up toig brlgade size)
Data would be collectéﬁ over a scrleslof field tralnlng exerc1ées to 1nclude

The scope of the OT III was further deflned in a memorandum from the @
TRADOC ‘Systems Manager for the Ml to OKFMS DTD, ARI, Directorate of Armor Dec-
trine and the»Directoratcrof CpmbatrDeyelgpments. wlf% regard to training.ef-
fectiveness, the memo stated that the M1 NET team would conduct individual

Fort lood was tater chosen is the site for the OT-ITI. -
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platoon gunmnery,qualification, and organlzatlonal level training for MOS 45E

and MOS 63E ‘mechanics. Tactical tralnlng would be conducted by the unit: The
.effectiveness of the iproposed programs for individual and collective. tralnlng, .

to’ include .tactical training were to be evaluated Effectiveness of the pro-

training for MOS 19K/L tank crewmen, collectlve tralnlng for Ml crews thfough

gram of instruction (BOI),; ttraining aids, training devices and training liter-

“ature would be assessed. Crlterlon-referenced performance testIng conducted

. at the end of each block of instruction during the tra1n;ggiaod at selected
points during the test were to be used to determine the effectivepess of the
trainlng program. b ] E ) ) :

«

v

ARI.wrote a méﬁotéhaum';n response. tD the memoreg@um from t?e Ml TRADOC

Systems Manager. ARI p01nte' out that the data collected on the; adequacy- of
the POI; training_aids; tralnlng 11terature,7etc. mast be detailed to be use-

ful, but that TCATA had not yet allocated the resources to collect detairyed

tralnlng data. ARI stressed that end-of-block performance data alone is not

an adequate measure of performance’ since onlty a small subset of tasks tralned

are actually tested on the end-of- block tests. It was suggested thatthe re-

SOurces to conduct a detalled evaluat1on be put at the disposal of DTD.

Between 6 and 10 August 1979, a serIes of meetlngs was held between TCATA

‘DTD;. the M1 NET. team and ARI: The primary topic of discussion was ''what data

should be collected for the test-battalxon, who would collect the data; and
who would be allowed dccess to the data.ii?TD had been tasked by the G,

USAARMC to, develop dlagnostlc tests foriéetermlnlng the readiness posture of .
the itest battalion on the M6OAl tank prior to the beglnnlng of transition ) '

. training on the M1 tank. It was decided thdt USAARMC would administer the

didgnostic tests and score them: TEATA agreed to collect demographic data on

_ the players and to collect hit/miss and engagement time data for the firing
~éxcrcises. The issue of what agenc1es should‘be*ailowed aeeeSS-tq the;data\#_ﬁk__h____;

generated during the OT- III was raised but was not resolved diring the meeting:

o

Outliﬁihg Data Requirements for the Evaludtlon S -

e . ~

Subsequent OT-III planning meetings in whlch ARI took part were COHCGEHEd

solely with traiogqgﬁevaluatlon. The first such meetlngs took place during the
period 27-30 November 1979 and involved réprésentatives of TCATA, ARI’ TRﬁSANA

and DTD. The primary topics of discussion were the role of each ngency in the

. evaluatxon, data collection requirements and methods, and data reduction: It

was agrecd that TCATA would coordinate; monitor and controt the data collection
effort for M1 OT-III. Each of the participating 0rgan123t10ﬁ§ outlined  their

duta collection requirements for the test. ARI surfaced the need to obscrve

éfarnidb and CCGCIHb directly in order to collect obqervations about the train-

ing and thtlng process, and thé rcquirenient to obtaln tndtvidual “soldier per—
formance data on the tests admlnistcrcd after each block of instruction. ARI

data collection requirements (Which were limited to data on the TPE proccss‘
not on the¢ c¢valuation of-the M1l tank qystcm) were inctuded in USAARMC's data

coiloctlon plan; which was drafted UnChdand imto the TCATA Training and lluman
Factors DdLl Requirements. TRASANA stated that it would neced the following

pre- and post-diagnostic tests in order to Juthfy its participation ifn the

—

OI—III evaluation: 1) an SQT type test of all M60Ad crcwmcn and mechanics who
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' would be undergOIng tran51t10n training, 2) an SQT type test g1ven toi;ll ',‘

- mechanics and creWﬁéh on the Ml at the completion of transition trainihg, and

5‘3) ap SQT type test as described in 2) above bit given at the end of Phase III
-
;Plahhiﬁg thc Data Collectxon ;, : - : -~ y
<
s Dur1ng the November meetlngs the group rev1ewed the roster of scheduled~

cuents for Phases.I; II; and IIT to determlne when and how the data coiild be
collected, 1It.was dec1ded that every trainlng event should be monitored by a _

data collector. For this.to occur; :the presence of one‘data collector per tan&

would be tequired during cach: tnalnxng event, Though the bulk of the- tra1n1ng
data would be gollected by these tank dnta Collectors, Test Team Evaluat1on/

Supervision personnel from OAFMS, DTD, or ARI would supervise the dita collec~-
tion; collect data.as needed and analyze the. data provided by the tank data 7

collectors. . >
-~

Having made some determlnatlon about what data to collect and when and how

it might be collected; the various agencies' divided up the respons1bil1ty for
« the design and development of -the data COllectlon forms, - ARI agreed to work,
with USAARMC in preparing data collectxon forms for the observation of tra1n1ng

c and testing. TRASANA agreced to prov1de emographlc data collectlon forms and

. DTD; USAARMC accepted responsibility fo esigning interview and qUestionnaire

data collection instruments. TCATA agreed to provide some special forms for
recording collective tra1n1ng data. It was agreed that the data collection
instruments developed by the' var jous agenc1es would be debugged dur1ng the

five~tank Low Rate Initial Production RAM test to be conducted at Fort KhOX

prioczto the beg1nn1ng Of the OT I1I. :

-
o The next -series of mect1ngs occ&rrcd durlnb the pcrlod of 7 it Ianuary

. 1980—~mThc“pe£t1c1pants wére the same as in the prcv1ous mcetIng, cxcept that

~a representative from OAFMS was also prcsent. The issues covcrcd reflcctcd the
topics of the previous meecting., The meeting began with a rev1ew of each agency 5
data rbquxrcmcnts to ensure thaU cach data element was rcqu1red b§ at least one-
of thc part1c1pat1ng ngnLiCS. from th1s rcv1cw %gf1nal l1st was prcparcd con—

evaluation.r Work cont1nued on thc dcvelopmcnt of 'specific data celdCCtion forms

* to be used during the OT- III training cvaluation. Fach agency had brou%ht the -

forms™ to thc meeting that they thioyght they would' nced to collcct the required

datua. Under the guidancc ofi ARI=Fort Knox,,tfe number Of1f0rms being proposcd
wis rcduccd considerably.- All agenicies agredd to usc ‘the ARI-Fort Knox forms

- (Llo‘tty rcsombling Worksiects A2, A4, BA B5, ahd B6 in the Harless guicclines)
faining. HaVLnb rcachod Some agtccmcnt on the formb “
that wuuld bc used to co; fect the data, the five dgencies involvcd bégan out=
Lining specific plans for “the orbanllatlon and control of the 0T=111 data vol~
lcction effort:  The dut{cs 1”d‘f0$p0ﬁﬁihliltlgs of cach agency were. outlln(d

ART 'y ouponslhlllty wags limitdd to coiloection and analyuxu or training offee=
stiveness datu for Lho MOS 19 K/I; tank, crewmen Lralnxng. - -

-

Management of . the jticarjfiow _ . ) o ' .
In March 1980; AR} Wvﬁi,@dﬂfor@ Nood to,conduct a two-diay workshop (o ART
. TPE methodolopy for TCATAY .7M1 nﬁ—lll pqlmury dati collection mandpers.  Ind

9 : ’ - "

s L 7 . . ,?3,.;<

.
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meetlng followlng the workshop, ARI and TCATA devised a data flo@fgétﬁork, file,
and retrieval system to be used for data~handling during the dT:III ~ It was
ddcided that the data collection forms.gontaining the raw data would be repro—-
duced and distributed on the basis of nged- to-know to. the apprdprlate persons
and agenCIes. Some of the forms would go to the data management team for entry
“into the computer data base. Others wguld circhlate through Qne or mQre of the

tnvolvel agencies and: end up in"a central paper‘f;;giﬁir//’ - .

DurIng ‘the March meetlng the data/collectlon foxms td be used‘durlng the :

OT III were ffnailzed 2 The complete set of foxms used dutrng che M1l OT- Ii1;
d1ces € and D: 'The forms in’ Appendlx c (Forms 39 60 Kl) were deslgned by
ARI for the purpose of 1dent1fying trainlng def1c1enc1es. The remalning forms

-
Y

-

'DlagHOthc Tests ‘ . R . el L, ;7 AP

&

',transitlon tralnlng and post- diagnOSt&c’tests on the Ml following transition

o~

~ . ! : 5 .

Memberq of the TCATA Flghtabllrty Tédm v131ted Fort Knox on 28 April 1g80

topics discussed were pre/post diagnostic tests, the NETT trainlng scﬁgﬁuie and
POI,. data collection forms,; the pilot test scheduled at Fort Knox pTlDf to the

and met with representatives of USAARMC,- ARI OAFMS, and.TRASANA Kmong the .

.

0T~ III fntrol of the OT-IIT data collection and resougce and range“require—

ments assoeiated with the operatlonal test (OT) Authorizatlon had been ob- *
talned by: TRASANA to admlnlster pre-diagnostic tésts on. the M60AL prior to

dIagnostlc test and a4 separate list to be testpd on the post- diagnostic test -
_were g¢ompiled and ‘approved by . the’ partic1pat1n5 agencies.f It was decided that,
dxapnostlc tesﬂt would be adminlsterad ind scoregﬁby instrﬂctors from the NETTL
. - . s By

i(’ﬁ/~"~ -

.

Scheduling o A : S
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;Much time was, devoted to Cbnbtructing a rtvtséﬁ trainlug schedule for the
017111 This ,chedulc establ}shed starting and fﬁnishxng _dates by company and
MOS for Lndlvidqal ahd coblective training on the M1 andlfor pre— and post-—

diagnostic, test ing. The scﬁedule calltd for the pre~dra nostic for MOS_45E
turrct mechanies in- Company #1 to be &iven 8-12 %pptcmbor 1986 .to he fo‘Lowod
by the 45E tr’nsltLon ﬁrarning and- the 45E . post~dtqbnuatlc.' The diagnostics
and ‘transitton training for the MOS .B3E track vehicle gpechanics would follow
¢losely on the heels of the 451 trnininy - Training for the “19L N drlvers was
schieduled to start 13 November and for the ‘19K gunncf{loader/tank commAnder

19 November. A Lotal of four Complntes wcro to be trained and tested ing ehis -
yg.rly,rthll,thc'l(ht compiany fints hm;' thelr po st=d lagnostic in mid=April. 195173
The wrivining and testing, schedule w.xs arranged at this time because of l(/‘i'l‘l‘i':;’

r(quxrtmtntn Lo -chcdutr RANPOS W(dl In advance dnd tJ ffinallize thc'nv'ailvd
Test Pluie: - -

_'____‘_'_--"-4 # ' - \ o ' .
/\l thmlyh m;'rnur; chi m} e W)uld "bc m.l(l( Iu soter nl 1 tie  foriis 4 uh-.(-quunl to
t i Marcl m0¢(fn;’ Lhe fowms setticd upon i thiv meot g were: for iitl le(—
tl( al [mrpo ien the humn used during the OT-1IT. v
L Yl foar compuny pl Tar Later (]l()plu A dnclavor of it hii-h coupiny plan
diid ti AloYer than o xl'xm ted. (l« livery soene dAile ot the M1 Lk, >3
. Vo
c . oot
. - o - R ! 2?{1 -
' ’ ) . : 4

Y

" training. ‘During the April meeting, a li&t of tasks to be tested on the pre- D

A



“Pilot Test of the OT=I1I11 Datd Colléctipn Forms

I

‘three Platoo

. . ; gji
Further Plans |- S _ ;

.

. Planb on how to organize the data collection cffort were further focused:
Plans, called® for the majority of the data to be collected b) TCATA data collec-
tors; with OAFMS personnel functioning as quality control monrtors ‘Personnecl

from DTD; ARI-Fort Knox; TRASANA and OAFMS would function as data anatysts and

as'ddtd\;zilgct?rs on an as neceded basis. Plans were also made to have a data

assipgnme roster for all trdxnlqu/ycnts so that ecach person collcctrng data
would krow wlich ov%ént hc/shg was to observe; what forms to use; and where the

event would dneur, at least 24 hHours prior to the event. *

)4.‘:,

N \t tlic 28 Aprll méetlnb, thc uptomlng M1 RA} test to be conducted 15-23
Hay 1980 wiis dlbo discussed. It wds déecidéd that this test should dcflnltcly
be used as i wehicle for pllotlng all tralnlng data collection forms to be
used durxnh the OT- III.

As p]lnncd dltd collgctibh forms to be used durlng the OT-1II were
pllotcd in conjunction with the Ml RAM test conducted at Fort Knox' in May 1980

'U\Fﬁb Lhcdulod and Lbntrollgd the data collcctlon activrtices. OAFMS was as-

<isted in collcctlng data by DTD TLATA and ARI-Fort Knox. Completed §orms

were retirtied by all dgencies to OAFMS - No problems were encounteréd if using
the dlLl goll#utlon forms during th pllot test;, therefore no significadt
thﬂh@h were made in the forms as a result of the pilot test.- ‘

. -

TCATA s Detiiled Test Plin

.

ln in Auyust 1980 mcgtlnb dqt Fort Hood AR1 pot its fLrst looR at I(ATA 5
Detailed Test Plun for the M1 OT-II1. The Detaxlcd Tost Plan spvcxflud whiit
data would be (ullcctcd; who would collect 1;,;and how the data would be dis=
LrLbutvd once it wias collccted The DCtdllcd Tekt Plan prbvldgd for ¢ollv(t1ny
Lr.ninxxu' data and test duta for euch event <>((11rriny (hxrxn;, tranisition train-

The kinds of tralnlng data to be collected cin bést be seen by retferring

In; .

to the data <011((t1@n'iorml fn Appondtcc‘ € and D:  Euch of the trlinlny data
collection forms wis assipned a number for ease of reference: Two kinds of
test data were collected == fndividual performance data on fend-of-block tests
and diagnostic test data. : (\“

A data ‘collection team; composced of o Comupany Team Chicf Data (ullu<un

“Team i'iiii;i' Data Collectors; and one Tank Data (<>1 Tector per t: |||k
was o colle - the MOS 45K, MOS 631 and MOS L9KE/IL training data for cach con-
pany. The tink data <olla(tur would complete Form 38a Personned Status Ri-
port) and Form 40 (qu(rVd[!UU of Test Pvents). The platoon data collector
woli ld i-iimiili'ii' Form 7 '(_'l'ij;ii’,iiriiir,,/\l'il:: Data Shect); Form 39 (Obhscervation ol
Training), F#F 41 (Trainiiy Environiieit), Form 4/ (Student Quest lonnaire);
‘nnlrlrnlm 4l (Indtructor Quedst fonniaire).  The company chict data collector
woilld supervise the otlier diata collvctors, revicw and consol idate Forms 37,

T, 9, AU, AL, AV Gnd hi cand returt tiese to Data Control at the Field Teot

- »
Ceitter, At bt (unllul the forid Would be reproduced and coples dintr ibat ed

s i dppropi it dpciie bee (. e, ARL, DAFMS) tor analysls,  The oripinal ol coach =

O
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_(untrul for reproduction and dlstrlbutlon to partrcmpating agcncxes.

O

I 4

aster file for future reference: Score sheets 1nd1cating end—'

be pld(cd id a

of-block test performance of cach individual soidier for euach block of instruc—t

tion would be completed by NET team instructors. Completed score sheets w0u1d
be given to the Company Team €hief Bata €otiector, .who would forwhrd them' to .

Data Control for rcproduLtIon and distribution to the various agencies; In

dddlthn to end-of- bloch tests; diagnostic tests measuring individual perform—
ance lovcle just prlor to and followxng individaal €raining on the Ml tank

were to be agmlnlbt ered to 1007 of the tank crewmen and mechanlcs parth1pat1ng

in the operational test. Pre-diagnostic and post-diagnostic test data were to

be handled in the same way as the end-~of-block scoresheets: NETT nstructors
were te colleect the data. ‘The diagnostic testdata would then be-gassed ‘atong

to the Company Team Chief Data Collector; who would forward the data to Data

.

.
v
.

et Y

»
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SECTION ) AT ,i

EVAtHATINGAIHEAMlATRANSIIION,TRAININCALESSON PLANS
B

lesson plans. The 1e5§ { plans were also needed to prepare some of the obser—

lring the evaldation. In a memorandum dated 20 Feb

79 ART formally requested that the NETT provide ART with copies ‘of any MOS

19K/L training materials developed ﬁor use durtng the- Ml OT-III ARI obtained

' . a set of the MOS 19K/L lesson plans from GKFMS
. N
The original transition training materials did not provide useful training

-

N

prescriptions and contained omissions: Some of the tasks to be trained during

the M1 OT-III were not covered by the lesson pians: Though there were short-

comings in the original version of the M1 OT-III transition training lesson

v+ plans; the NETT indicated. that a revised set of lesson plans would be forth-
éx coming shortly.. - X .

L
o

Review and Initial Evaluation of Léséaﬁ'éiﬁﬁé

: The second version of the MOS l9K/L lesson plans was obtained from OAFMS

in April 1980. OAFMS had rev1ewed thase lesson plans and had suggested

i addressed In discussing thésé'problems with OAFMS ARI decided that a thorough
* - review, of the, lesson plans was called fof. Each lesson plan fieeded to be eval-:
‘ ulited to ensure that‘it contained the necessary 1nformation and was . internally
consistent.r I'n general a lesson plan should include detailed information on .
what is to be taught and tested and how it is to be taught and tested. With
these 1deas in mind, ARI proceeded to evaluate each lesson plan, in turn,
noting any problems that might require corrective action. . .

. The evaluation quickly bogged down because of the tedious nature of the
. task. . Each lesson plan seemed to tome with its own unique set of problems;
and each- separate problem seemed to require a different corrective action.
This made “it difficult to discern where the evaluation for & -particular lesson
plan should begin and where it should end It soon became clear that a more

,1Ti¥-'

L}

to the MOS 19 K/L ‘lesson plans. The use of these criteria greatly simplified
the°task of evaluating the lesson plans. By us1ng the criteria, the evaluator

that all 1mportant aspects of the 1esson plan were evaluated. The criteria de- .
veloped for evaluat;ng the MOS 19 K/L lesson plans are listed in Appendix E.

- ‘Criteria are lisred for evaluatlng training obJectives, training procedures,

and end—of block tests. " : - o : 7 .
: SO 3 \ .

‘ ey
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1 August 1980 and sent to the Director of Training Developments (DTD) . Follom—
.ap con;ncts with DTD indicated that DTD ‘had received the lesson plan evalua—
tion, but that the ecvaluation had not filtered down to the personnel who- .

"developed the lesson plans and who were responsible for making any changes in

the lesson plans. It was not clear whether any of ARI's comments or sugges-

tions had been acted upon.

Revised Lesson ﬁiaag

be used in training the first company durjing the,Ml OT-IiI: ARI obtained

copies from the NETT after learning from OAFMS that the lesson plans had been

completed. This version of the MOS 19 K/b lesson plans was more complete than

previous versions and had eliminated many of the inconsistencies identified

. during ARI's evaluation:? However many of the problems identified in' thejgval—

uation still remained. Many of the training objectives did not accurately
specify what the soldiers would be trained to do. Much of the-guidance pro-
vided to the instructors on how the training was to be conducted was vague; and &

many of the tests designed to ‘measure the soldier s ability to perform the tasks

41t is not at all clear whether the elimination of the inconsistencies

resulted from ARI s evaluation of the' lesson plans or were the resnlt of DTD's

W
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SECTION V

DESIGNING THE TPE WORKSHOPS AND JOB AIDS
FOR THE M1 OT-III EVALUATION

: The August 1980 meeting was the final planning meeting prior to the_bégiﬁ—-f
ning of the M1 OT-III. At thig point most of the details of thé operatfonal
test had been worked out. The training schedule was firm ' given that tanks
were delivered on time, ranges had been reserved for the test the detailed

mitted to the task Wbrkshops had also been scheduldd for training the M1

OT-III data collectors.

of trainingrprogram evaluation.r Planning the TPE and analyzing the data col~
lected would only be disciussed briefly in order .to help the data collectors
understand the reasons for collecting the :data. ‘Instead of the 18 worksheets
from the Harless Guidelines covered in earlier workshops, only thr‘ data col~ -
lection forms (39 40 & Ql) would be covered.5' Whereas the Harless Guidelines 4
were used as both a training aid and & job aid in earlier workshops, the Guide-
“tifies were not appropriate to use in the OT-ITI workshops. Not only did. the

Harless Guidelines provide farmore information than was needed, but the Guide=

tines were written for a user having some familiarity with educational tech-

nology.: The soldiers who would coiiect the OT—III data were naive with regard

to educational technology:

+ What was, needed was a job aid’ designed specificaiiy for . individuals\u;; ‘
ini

sophisticated in educational technoiogy whose job it was to collect tra

-evaluation data. 1In response to this need, ART deveioped an observer’s 'job

aid (Witmer, Note 3). The observer's job aid borrowed- much‘from the" Hariess'

Guidelines; but the-tanguage used was simpiified with many technical terms

being eliminated, and the scope was narrowed to focus on those activities per-

formed by the data collector: Like the Harless Guidelines; data collection:
forms were included in the, job aid. The job aid described how the forms
should be completed; including an ekplanation.of each item on the forms.

. The forms described in ‘the observer s job aid were to be used to collect .
informatign about ‘the M1"transition: training program. Data would be collected
on the training environment the training process and the testing process.

- This data would be used in conjunction with.the performance results on the
a ] . ' .
e . N

& fourth form for determining if the tralning given conforms to the =
training planned as described in the lesson plans was scheduled to be covered
in the workshops but because the first group of data collectors to use the

15
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tests given a
deficiencies in the Ml transition training program. The training

. performance
analyst (an ARI researcher) would ddentify the training deficiencies and make
recommendat ions to the NETT on how the-training program should be modified to
eliminate the deficiencies. ‘To assist the training analyst.in making modifi— '
cations to the training program based on, the deficiencies identified, ARI de-
~~veloped a- job*aid‘for—modifying'ineffective"or ineffi@ient-training (KristianSenv—”———
Note 4) _ This training modifications Job aid was designed to. bel used with the .

observer's job aid in evaluating the Ml ‘transition training program.

. -

»|

4

N
|
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SECTION VI

FIELD TRIAL OF THE TPE SYSTEM

Scope and Purpose of Field Trial

e

*‘“~—“~~**ARILs—purpose—in—evaluating%bhe—MLMOE—llI transition training program was

*to field test the job 'aids and data collection forms develaped by ARI for evalu-
ating tfaining programs. The objective was not just to determine if the TPE -
methodology worked; but to demonstrate that it can be used by Army personnel

to evaluate the training program for a major developing weapon system. In
order to accomplish this objective mid—le&%l noncommissioned officers were-
‘trained to be data collectors. TPE workshops were held to train turret mechanic
(45E), track and vehicle mechanic (63E) and tank crew (19K/L) data collectdrs.
Separate workshops were conducted to train each of three sets of tank crew data
collectors for each of the three compan1es undergoing transition training. The

participation in the operational test. Table l lists the TPE training sessions
conducted for thé Ml OT:III data collectors.- Dur1ng the workshop each data col;\\
n -

~; B The data collection team, consisting of a_ company data collector, threef

for evaluating the NET program) The day-to-day activ1ties of the t nk dat'
collectors were controlled 'by the company chief data collector. TherICATNV
Fightability Team had little interaction with the ‘tank data collectg 5
main contact with the data collection team was through the company ata -col=
lector and came ,only when the data forms reaching data control were: improperl?
completed In addition ‘to the m111tary chain of command supervision and the

- job aids, data collectors were periodically c acted by the ARI data analyst
or by OAFMS personnel to’ assist them with' any&S, blems they might ‘be hav1ng in
completing the: evaluat1o7 forms.

‘TABLE 1. TPE Training'éessioﬁé,éond&cted for M1 6T;iii Data Collectors

F -

Workshop Training WorkshOp Participant's Number of*
Dates Specialty . Soldiers Trained
16-18 Sep 80 turret mechanic - B
8-10 Oct 80" track vehicle or A .
o . turret mechanic - b -
21-23 Oct 80 tank crewman : 20 i
. 14 Nov 80 tank crewman 5 ' L J
{ __1=3 Dec 80 - | tank crewman S 17 .. ¢
23-26 Jan 81 \ tank crewman PR . A

For purposes of field testing the TPE methodology and job aids; ARI was

1 3 e - _ vy C

concerned only with phase 1 (transition training)Yof the M1 OT-III. Phase I

v began with the admInIstration of the pred1agnost1c Eest.' The pred1agnostic :

. P
17 o2 o1 =

17 . R \_‘ ’ v . ,; .




‘ e ‘
possesséd all of the prerequisite skills .on the M60Al prior to: undérgoing tran—

sition training. Following the prediagnostic; soldiers were given individual
training on the M1 tank. After individual training; mechanics were gfven a i
post-diapgnosti¢ test. For tank crewhen; individual training was followed by "

collective Erainlng wh1ch in turn was followed by the post—diagnostic test.

from the transition training program. The tank turret mechanics (MOS 45E) wereé
the first to be given the prediagnostic and to undergo transition training.
Next to be trained on the M1 tank were the track/vehicle mechanics (MOS 63E),
1nd1v1dual tra1n1ng for these mechan1cs began in mid—October,, Three tank com- -
presentations. of the MOS l9K/L transition training program. ,Changes were made
following each successive presentation of the transition” training so that the
training received by the second company was not identical to that rece1ved by
the first company. And the third company s train1ng differed from both of the
campaﬁlés preceaiﬁg it. Changes were not extensive, however, and did not in—

'TABLE 2. Phase l M1 OT-IIL MOS 19K/ L Tra1ning Dates

L ——

. S - : _ Dates i

;/ ‘ : Event o T —

: B . Co #1 “Co #2 . Co #3
Individual Training Begins | 12 Nov 80 | 5 Jan 81 |10 Feb 81
Individual Training Ends 3 Dec 80 | 22 Jafi 81 27 Feb 81
Collective Training Begins 4 Dec 80 23 Jan 81 28 Feb 81
Collective Training Ends 20 Dec 80 6 Feb 81 12 Mar 81

~ ARI-trained data collectors completed TPE data collection forms du
_thé training of 45E and 63E mechanics; as well as during l9K/L tank crewm
training for each of three companies. During -the 19K/L training, an ARI tre-
searcher was present on s1te to ﬁ”"lyze the 19K/L data as they were collected.

chosé not to analyzeﬂthe QSEWand 63E data.r In accordance w1th an agreement
made by ARI with OAFMS and TCATA prior to the beginning of the operational

tést OAFMS and TCATA utilized the ﬁSE and 63E data in satisfy1ng their respec--

As 1nput np the analysis of the effettiveness of the 19K/ training; ART

" used TPE Forms 39, 40, and 41 (see Appendix C) completed by the tank data col-
lectors the 19K/L lesson plans and the scoresheets fnom each 19K/t block of

' 18 ) : )
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'”flnstruction. Additional 1nput to the analysis came. from ARI s own observation }.

'suits wer&.used as input to th . . L .

-

The fleld test of the pqrformed in conjunction w1th pro-

viding feedback to: the NET team on Ehe effectlvéﬁéss of the M1 transition

tralning. The method used for the fiekd test baslcallyﬁconsisted of\collectlng

training and performance data,. summarTZIng and ‘arfalyzing” thap data, making .

.recommendatxons f6r changing the. tra1ning baéed'on the analysls, and determln—

ing the effects-of the changeSxmade > The procedural steps\used %n f1eld test~

‘1ﬁg the TPE’ ‘materials are ‘outlined béiow.g The' stepSwoutlaned were repeated for.

each lesson or block of instructxon in the Individual tralning portion of the.

MoS l9K/L tran51tlon traIning program.» S _ B o _ )

.

and testing_process (Form 40) were collected by ARI—tra&ned NEP tank data col—r‘_

lectors:’ Completed forms were checked by the company chief datad. collector for

omissions or 1ncons1stenc1es and then returned to the-Field. Test Ceniter: for . N
éapyiﬁg and distribution. -Data on end-of-block indivxdual test performance

were recorded .on score sheets by NETT instructors and .given: to' the coripany e

chief data collector. The company chief data. iollector forwarded the’ or1ginal

’ score sheets to the Fleld Test Center for repr duction and dIstrIbhtioﬁ.

- \7 . -

oy

pleted Foriis 39 ﬁO and %1 and the score.s eets as they\came back to the FIeld
Test Center. -For tra;ning conducted on ‘the tank; ‘the ARI analyst recelived data
- collection Forms 39, 40, and 41 from edch of the 13 tanks (the number of tanks

in each gomnipaily and, heice, tlié ndmber of -traiing sites; or statlons,'per com—
rece1ved for each block of

"pany). For classroom training, fewer forms wer

1nstruct10n. J oL . i

£

.

on the data collection - forms.r All the’ data recorded ofi Form 39 for a;given
block of 1nstruction were combined on'® s1ng1e summary data worksheet.; Simi=
larly the train1ng analyst prepared summary data worksheets for Forms 40 and , . .
41: ‘The scoresheets for each block of. instructlon were rev1ewed teaobtaln the
percentage of soldlers rece1y1ng NO-GO's for each task and subtasR _Tasks or.

subtasks. for thch 20/ or more of the soldlers tested recelved a NO-GO .an thelr

first trial were consIdered to represent performance def1c1encies Cthe standard

provided by USAARMC). Possible causes of these deficiencies were 1dEnt1f1ed

from the. traInIng and tésting data: recorded on Forms 39, 46” and 41. . From

these causes; the analyst* with the help of the mod1f1cat1dhs jOb a1d"sug— :

gested changes to the block of instruction for eliminating the. performance

def1c1enc1es. S . ) Lo

’

7ThIs departure from ‘the procedure that was pianned has the advantage of

proV1d1ng/tra1n1ng data from ;each tra1n1ng ‘'station (I e:, each tank) .

'

S e 33
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For some blocks of instruction; review of the scoresheets did not -turn up "
-any performance deficiencies. Nevertheless the testing obsérvation form (Form
40) was reviewed to determine 1f-there were-any irregularities in the ‘testing -
procedures. If any problems were observed in the testihg process ‘that could

’ affect the validity of the test results, changes were suggested to the.tesping

The training &nalyst summarized his findings separately.for each block of -~

1nstruction 1n a memorandum to DTD,9 The memorandum 1dent1fied the tasks and

Memoranda were usually forwarded to DTD w1thin one day of the data Becomlng
available for analysis. ' f*@ ) :

el

' Changes in the trans1tion tra1n1ng program made byxthe NETT were subJect

to the approval of DTD. Some of the changes were generated by the NETT itself

" and others were'suggested by -DTD and OAFMS. Chapges suggested by ARI were in-~
“corporated into the transition fraining program through DTD since ARI was not S
allowed by agreement w1th DTD to 1nterface d1rectly with the NETT ARI was Lot

by DTD. . . 0

' Fle]_d jprla Aecnccmnnt‘ nF t‘hp TPE QVQt‘Pm

To determ1ne 1f changes made in the transitxon training Pei had an effect

.on the quality of tra1n1ng and test performancé, the data obtaxned before

be1ng made. For the M1 OT-III this entaIied comparing. the data obtained for

each SUCCESSIVE iteration of trainxng (i.e.y Company 1 data® were compared to

Company 25 and Company 2 data were. compared to Company 3). Two kinds of data

.were compared.f The lO- -60 rates for - performance on the tegt ‘given after each:

biock of instruction were compared for each task.. .Data dollected during train-

ing and, testIng usxng Forms 39, 40, and 41 vere compared to determine if the

changes made in the &ransition training were reflected 1n the. data recorded on -

the evaluation forms: Spec1f1cally, the’ number of comments made- for each item
~on the forms were compared- from one company to the next.8 T P

- o

The field trial was conducted in ordér to answer a number of questions Ter S
gardlng the usefulness and effdctiveness. of the TPE system. -Among the questions
to.be answered were the fﬂllowing. - :

kY

o w10

- - ¢ . . v
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. cdme during the M1 OT-III.

LA

i -~

Can mid«level NCO s ®e trained ta collect evatuation data- given only a

short workshop in TPE methodology Qgg the guidance provided by the ob-
- stkver's: job aid? - ] . : : o

rCan a training analyst familiar with the TPE methodology identify

O training program deficiencies and their ‘causes from the data recorded
" on the TPE forms by NCO 's? . _ R

.

- Can the trainijg analyst make recommendations for modifying the train-_

ing program from the deficiencies identified that are both convincing

. ,pand in a form that can be used by the training developer” Is the modi-

777777 -

'Do changes suggested through the TPE _process reduce the NO-GO rate on
the tests given at. the end of each block of instruction? -

-‘How should the TPE system, including the data collection forms and job
aids,-be altered in order to increase the usefulness and effectiveness
of the system as an -evaluition tool? . :

. - The procedures used in collecting data pertaining to each question will

be described. The data collected will be repotrted and the conclusions drawn
from the data will be discussed. It should be noted that the types of data
that could be collected during the field test were often limited by extermally
Imposed constraints, forc1ng ARI to rely to some extetit ;ofi indirect evidence.

Because evidence was lacking in some cases, not all ‘the questions poséd were

- - - T=T - _ T R

answered conciusiveiy

The abitity of‘the Army to use the TPE system in evaluating the training

program for a major weaponsisystemﬁwas the central issue to be resq lved during '

the M1 OT-III. The Army's need for an évaiuation methodology suchras the TPE

system had been established prevxousiy as evidenced by the. intere't that many

organizations ‘had shown in ,using the system With ARi '5 aSststanie these or-

grams with some success. However, the programs to which the TPE system was -

applied prior to the Ml OT-III were much narrower in scope,’ and because the

purposes of these earliér evaluations were limited; the TPE system was' mot

fully exercised.: The first opportunity to assess applicabiiity of the TPE

system to the. training program for a maJor weapons system using Krmy personnei

Information was drawn from several sources in assessing the Army's abiiity

to‘apply the TPE system td the evaluation of the OT-II1 transition training
program. One source of information was ARI's observations regarding the plan-

. ning process that preceded the Ml OT III., As described before, the SCope of

-ing ARI. ARI's role in the planning process was to ensure that .the TPE system

was.incorporated into the overall test plan in such a manner as to fully utilize

- ' S 21
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(ot of the training pro—
~\yds able Qo procure

to ARI and all of the other agencies’ involved in the program evaluation. This
-demonstrated that the Army could incorporate the TPE system in an bverall test
plan for evaluating the training program_ for a major weapons system without
compromising the TPE system or the overall test of which it is a part.
. N . o " . , I 4

A second source of information regarding the Army's ability to use the
TPE system was _the Army implementation of the TPE system during the OT. Among
the important factors in the implementation were: the Army's capab ity to
follow the1r own pléns in using the system, the timeliness with w h the

of the data collected by the NCO s using the TPE work?heets‘ and the extent to .

which the data were used by the various organizations
AN

The manner_ in which the TPE system waQ used was\in accordance w1th the
detailed test plan with two notable exceptions. The task’ of collecting the
TPE data was not. shdared, by thé platoon and taik data collectors as planned
Rather the tank data collectors were required to shoulder almost all of the
datd collection task, including certain data collection requirements that were

added after the OT—III begar. Some evidence suggests that the performance of

the tank data collectors was adversely affected .by the large number of data

collection forms they were required to complete.\ Independent observatfon of

some blocks of instriction by the ART analyst and evaluators from other organi-‘

zations ind1cate that the quantity and quality of the data collected by some

of the data collectors was less than might reasonably be expected: Informal

cotiversations with some of the data collectors also suggested that the number

of data collection 1nstruments to be completed had a negative impact on theX

tlvation of the soldiers to conscxentiously record their observations on the

data collection forms: The problem was exacerbated by the conditions under

whleh the data-collectors-were forced to.work. Data collectors frequently

were required to collect data all day in wet or cold and windy weather. Often

they were called upon to collect data right through (and long after) normal

meal hours: Many of the "creature comforts" provided to the participating

onits were not given to the data colleotors, and they were treated as _unneces-

sary by’ the NETT and by the units being trained. A second deviation from the

detaifed test plan that adversely affected the evaluationfeffort was that .-

changes to the ‘training program'were not made on a day-to-day basis as planned.

L

ing had occurred. Upon receipt._ of ARI's tecommendations, the NETT made some of
the changes suggested by ARI and d1d not make others. Unfortunately, the NETT

leaving some question as to the extent of the changes made.
22 . CLE
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. Despite some;difftcul 5 in using ‘the TPE systcﬁ all of the Army agei-

cics involved in the cvaluation of the Mi training program used the data gener-

ated by the TPE system for their respective purposes. The primnry users were

OAFMS; TCATA; and ARI: OAFMS used the data for certifying the readiness of

the OT-I11 bléyérs as Ml qualified crewmen and mechanics: OAFMS also used the

data in certifying the cffectiveness of the Ml transition traintng packdgc.

_TCATA kept detailed records of .all the TPE training data and used the data and

“memoranda generated by ARI as input for their own indepcnﬁent training cffec—‘

tivencss analysis: DTD and TRASANA also used the data in: conducting a Cost N

*  and Training Effectivencss Analysis (CTEA) on the Mt transfition training pro-

gram; although TRASANA relied<heavily on pre- and post-diagnostic fest data in

" its analysis. Many of DID's directives to the NQ%T to modify the training

nrogrdh Wéré ased on changes first recommended by ARI 'All of the organiza—

to find the data.useful. This is not surprising in that the TPE system pro-.
vided the' largest pool of obJectivc training data that was available durlng
the Ml OT-111.

3

catcd in educational technology and who had no prev1ous experie ‘e in collect-

‘ ing or analy21ng tra1n1ng data. The NCO s who served as the tam ddté collec-

datafcollectlon forms and thefobserver,s Job a1d The TPE workshops conducted
by the training analyst provided the firstfgpportUnity for determining the
‘ﬁbility of the data collectors to Uée,therTPg system. As a whole; the group
responded well to the tréining giveﬁ in thé &6rk§hdp§. Qnestions dskéd d&ring

thc maJorltyrof the soldlersrbelngrtralned ) Whlleisome of thersoldicrsi ques—
tions indicated misunderstanding of a few of the TPE terms,used (e.g., isolated
N practice 1eve1 of reality) the prepdﬁderénce of the- soldiers responses sug—

. A < '
:'* The quallty and quantlty of the observatlons recorded on the forms durlng
- the transitiom. tralnxng, however, were not what mlght be expected on the ‘basis

,ofitheigerformance demonstrated durxng the ﬁorkshOp. Many of data collectors

‘were mot using the forms & they were designed to be used. The forms listed

spec1f1c items (see Append:x €) thch‘TeqUIred the data coiiectors to observe

training to determine if it met specific criteria described in the observer s €

Job aid .and discussed in the TPE workshop. When these, criteria were not mct

thefdata ‘collectors were encouraged to record a comment" descrIbIng what, went

,,,,,,,,,,,,, 0 - ___ - N

wrong. But as the data began to come in, it became apparent that many of the

,data collectors were treat1ng "the TPE data collectxon forms as simple check~

llsts, respondlng to the items subjectively based<$n their general 1mpress1ons

"of the dtems- rather ‘than using the objective criteria specierd in the observer's

job aid". (Wltmer, Note 3). Furthermore the number of comments recorded- on the

forms were far fewer than might be expected based on 1ndependent observatxoqs

23
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‘of the tratning by thc TPE analyst and others.. rartuhatéiy, %ufficiént data

‘analyst could ldentify tralning program dcficiencies and their caiises givcnr

fonly the data

¢corded by the NCO data collectors on. the data collection forms,

“For the most part; the analyst was able to identify performance dcficiencies

-'_and their causes from the data recorded op the data—collection forms« In a few

"gardinb thc cduscs of the performance deficiencies observed. In this’ particu—

lar casc; it was neccessary for the analyst to review some additional data col-

lected by TCATA_and to question some of the persons who had ob&erved ;he class
about hotv the class was conducted in order to identify the cause of the defi—-

‘ciency. - It should bé stressed, however that the analyst wis forced to resort

to search for the necessary information only because the data collectors ‘did

*hiot -record the neccessary informat ion dn the TPE forms, and was not due to the

dcsign bf the forms themselves.

Having identified training deficienc1es and their causes, the analyst was

fxn the position, to recommend- changes.to the transition training to correct the.

def1cienc1es. The analyst .derived ‘recommendations for changing the training

prpgram from the mod1ficat10ns job aid’ (Kristiansen, Note 4):; The modifica-

tions job aid was used by the analyst to specify what the NETT should do to

- correct .each of the performance deficienCIes observed. The NETT was told in

f;s1mple language what dctionis "to take to correct the ‘deficiencies. The NETT;

however, was’ reluctant to make chahges in the training program; therefore the

usefulness to the NETT of the changes derived from the modifications job aid

was not fully determined. Some of the recommendations made by ARI were imple-

mented by the NETT aften;the Director of BTB 1ssued a memorandum reiterating

,7recommendat1ons into the transition tralnxng program: This demonstrated the

potehtldl usefulness of the modifications Job aid as a source of information

for spec1fy1ng alterations to traxning programs on the basis of observed per-

foimance deficiencies: The use of the modifications job aid greatly simp11f1ed

'thenprocess of. der1VIng program ‘changes from program def1c1enc1es and thus made

t%%f

analyst;s Job much ea51er. o N

«*

o4 .- ) .
»

.'# In response to recommendatlons made :by-ARI and re1nforced by DTD the’

NETT addeﬁ demonistrations to some lessons where there had previously been riorie
and reqUIred instructors to adhere more closely to the lesson plans. These

! changes were IﬂStltuted prlor“to adm1n1ster1ng the transition tralnlng for the

second and th1rd companies. Evidence that these changes were indeed made came

from the comments-recorded by the data'collectors and were verified by 1nformal

..contacts w1th the data- coliectors, NETT; and OAFMS.  The number of coniments®

recorded indIeatIng that tasks werelnot demonstrated or that lesson plans were -

C 24
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notiibllowod droppcd sharply from thc fqut to the second compiny . .and romqlno
low for the thlrd company. The number of comments concerning demonstrations -
Wiy 81, 11, and 13 for the flrst second, and third companies, respectively, "
fhv numbur of . comgents tonctrninb adhortncc to lcsson plans was 27, 9, and 8
for the first, second; and third companies, respectively., The sharp decline

tn thL numbtr Ot conmfients conccrning dcmonatrdtions and adhercncc to 1e550n

mothodology for stCCtiﬁg ChanbLS in thc training process.
LT
ﬁddttionat tndicators of the scnsit1v1ty of the TPE methodology to program
changes were not available because some o the changts made were not documcnted
making tt difftcoit for thc anaiyst to varify that the’ ‘charnges had actually

" been made:  The ‘analyst was not informed when changcs were made in ‘the training

Zproyrnm and the lesson pians were not revised to include many of the changes

that were instituted: This reduced the. nbiiity of the training analyst to

assess theeffects of the various changes made durlng the transition training
. Yool . ,

program;

.

It was expectcd that as changcs goncrated by KRI 5 anaiysis of. the train-
ing program ~were Impicmcnted by thc NETT that .the percentage of tasks for which

soldiers recetved first—time €0's wgg;d increasc. Such an incteasc Wouid sug-
gest that the changes madeiin the training program as the result of c T?E

analysis were increasing training effectiveness. The predicted incr¥®ase in:

performance over the thrce companies was obtained: The proportion of tasks

for which 100 perccnt of the solﬁlers tested received firsc-time 60's increased

from 24 percent for the first company; to 34 percent and 53 percent for ‘the

sccond and third companles respectively:” Whibe such increases,may be due in
part to other factors (e. g., reduction of standards for some tasks and climina-

tlon of somc task requircmcnts) thc trend toward hlgher first—timc CO rates

5
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The field trial of the TPE system during the Mi oT-fif indicated that the -
system could be used by Army perbonnel to identify training ziogram deficien-

ed 1 or changes in the
training program that”when implemented reduce the number of pérformance defi-

'cicncios observed ~ -But the fieid triaf also identified problems in using the:

cies and their associated causes and to make recommendations

>

transition training program.; in the paragraphs that follow, solutions to ‘some

‘of the probtemE encountered in wusing the TPE system during the M1 OT-III will

be proposed anft changgs made to the data‘coliection forms and ‘job aids will be.
described and’ : B . , .

tscussed;

Motivatton of the Data Collectors - : :"_g” N B .

Many of the problems encountered by ARI during éhe M1 OT-1I1 arose because
~ some pf ‘the essential elements of the training evaluation were not controlled
:by the training analyst. .The data collectors are'a case in point. The data
collection team was trained by ART but was controlled by TCATA during data
collection ‘activities. The training analyst visited the _training site

, perlodically and talked with the data collectors in an effort to determine if

forms.v During these visits to the field the analyst noticedithat many of the
data collectors seemed to lack thé'ﬁdtivatlan to perform the data collection
task wéll The analyst also observed Some of thé faCtors that were contributing
being treated as unnecessary by the NETT and the unit. However, ARI had little
" ‘control ever .these factors during the OT andithus was unable to charnge these
factors. In subsequent applicatlons of the TPE methodology,‘the following -
steps should be taken in order to.ensure tHat the data collectors are properly
mot1vated In the TPE workshops the 1mportance of the data Collection task tob
Rata collectors should be forewarned that they dre likely to be treated as. ad—
versaries by the instructors who deliver the training, but they should be as~
sured that their job is as important as that of the: 1nstructors and thdt they
-will be fully supported in their efforts.f If possible, the data Collectors
should work directly for, the analyst. In th1s way - the - analyst can exert con—
trol over the data. collectlon activities, ensuring tha't the number of forms to |
be completed by dny one data collector arid the number of hours spent Completing
these forms are 11m1ted to a reasonable level L1kew1se the analyst can-ensure

was’ ‘not reccived in a t1mely manner by those who most needed it. The analyst

sometlmes did not receive the evaluation data untit several days after they.

- were collected and the NETT did not receive "the anaityst's recommendations’until

T 4
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seVéral weeﬁs after the recommendations had been made: In order to erisure

-the . t1mely\flow 6f data from the data collector to the anaiyst and from the

analyst to the persons responsible for instituting changes in the training
.* program, a.direct line of communications should be established from the

analyst in both dlrectlons _ In order to speed the flow of- data to the analyst;

- the originals oﬁ)completed data forms should go directly From the data collector
R to the training analys§. The analyst would then analyze The data’and the
s ‘results of this analys1s would be made available to other organizations. lf

cop1es through thé TPE analyst ' The analyst s recommendatlons fon changlng
~ 'the training program would be forwarded d1rectly to a member of the program
' staff respons1b1e fbr making changes in- the tralnlng program. Th1s person

adopted Addltionally, personal contactioh a regglarihasls between the aqa}yst

_and che program staff may reduce the anImosIty that tends to deveiop between

the evaluator and those whose sprogram is being evaiuated 7
Pfabie&é.iﬁ Uéihéﬁthé Data Goiiectioh Forms

: Perhaps the most critical problem surfacing during the M1 OT-III was
the tendency of many of the data collectors to treat the data: collection

forms as simple checkiists, forming general impressions about the training;’

and responding to the TPE items on the basis of these impressions rather

than upon the objective criteria provided. This led many data collcectors to P

- mark an item OK and record no comment when the item 'should have been marked

Not ‘OK and a comment recorded. The NCO data collectors exhibited a gencral
even when they

reluctance to record their obsérvations inm 4 written comnent,
judged some aspect of training to _bec Not OK.  In dn atteémpt to corrcct this
the ‘TPE data collection forms and the obscrver's job did were

problem;
modified considerably.
S Ca S 4 -
. RéViSidﬁ of 'the Pata Colléction Forms ;

The three dita Collectlon forms - a training observation form; u tcating "g
observation form, and a training cnvironment datad collection form - usoed

during the M1 OT-III were retained, but the formats were changc new items 7
A\

- were added,; and many of tho old {tems were rcvlscd The training observation ST
and training environment - forms ised during tho 01 rcquircd the data cotlectors %1
to make OK-Not OK Judgmcnts for cdch JHDU(C of the trainlng environment or ] .;f?

!

trainln; process that they were helng asked to observe: Requiring OK-Not; OK :
? ot
]udymcnts encouraged dtta collectors’ to rely on general imprcuniont rxther'thnn
L
.
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on objective data.. Therefore; OK-Not OK Judgments were eliminated from the'

revised data collection forms. A1l of the items on the revised forms are:

phrased in question format so that the observer can address each item with a

"Yes" or '"No" response: The wording of the items on the revised forms is

quite spec1f1c,vleav1ng little room for 1nterpretation The increased

specificity of the ‘ftems éncourages the observers to attend more clOSely to

the training and also reduces” the- ﬁeed for the observers to ciarify their

responses with comments. The need for comments:was Surther reduced by the

addition of a number of new items. Several specific new items. repiaced one

. or two less specific old items, thereby reducing the need to ciarify responses’

B ‘with comments: The addition of the new items increased the power of the TPE

‘system to. obtain specific information regarding such criticat traiuing events

as dem0nstrations, practice,.and feedback. The wording of some items was_

revised, not just to_increase specificity; but also to make the item more
‘éasily understood. Ttems using such specialized terms as need-to-know;-

nice—to-know, performance—based subject-matter based; level of’ reality,

and isvlated practice were reviséd. The specialized terms were -eliminated
and more widély understood terms were substituted in their place. Two items
were_eliminated .because they were ambiguous and produced. no useful data during

the OT- ITI. Overall ratings of the training and test by data collectors o

dur1ng the M1 OT=I11I provided no useful 1nformation and thus were not included
in the rev1sed data collection forms. ~ The rating scales_tended not to be
useful because Hf an eXtreme 1eniéncy'bié§ 6h the part of thé data Colléctoré

when the forms were revised - S

A fourth data collection form - a Training Plan Description/Training
Events fo#m - had been designed for determining if training is..conducted” as:
specified in the training plan The form, listlng the maJor training events
and othen pertinent informatién abstracted from the lesson plans, was ‘to be -~

ﬁsed by data collectors during the M1 OT-II1 to record if the major training

events were conducted as pianned However; the tesson: pians deveioped for

Ht tran51tlo tralning inciuded tittite detail; and the data“collectors couatd

ssee yio clear 'advantage in- u;i? information abstracted:from the lesson pian" : N

RIS A i

¢ ‘over aosing the lesson piq& £tSeif Because the form was not perceived as’ being

agsefut by the data collectors and because fhe analyst feilt that the additional

data provided by using the’ﬁotm would be outweighed by the’ additional data e

collection burden placed upon- the data collectors, a decision was made not to
usce the form during the MI. Dr III

.

ﬁ

To bﬁconfige sUhséduént usce; thc_form was rcviscd,to make it casier,to use

and more objective. On the réVlséd form, the¢ training cvents were -listed more i%g
(on(i@(ly, mak ing it easier for the data collector ta record which of the ° .
training cvents occurred dnd whi(h dld not. As with the other TPE forms, tlie .
révisdd form did not L1ll for UK~Not OK 1udpmcnts, but mcrcly rcquircd thc

data (UllU([Or to record whctho' or not a pnrtlcular cvernt® occurrcd

L O
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~

The rev1sed data coIlection forms and the items comprising them are._

the earlier verslon‘of the 3ob-aid (Witmer, Note 3) was designed spe;ifically

for use by the data collectors during the Ml OT III., The revised job a1d was

The rev1Sed 3ob aid was changed considerably fromithe earlierfvers;on, Besides
the CHaﬁgés td somé itémé, thé addition of othér'itéms, and the deletion of

a1d. Whereas the earlier job aid had spec1fied the format of each worksheet

;and the ‘items dppeariig on. that worksheet, ‘the revised job aid prov1des a -
suggested fowmat and lists items:that might be selected for 1nclusion on*that

:worksheet.r Th1s allows the trainlng analyst the option of u31ng the suggested

' ~opportuﬁ1ty to select the items appearing on each worksheet. TG assise the

analyst in selecting the - items and to.make the . Job aid easier to. tinderstand,

. items relating to _the same type of tra1n1ng act1v1ty ‘were grouped together.

“For ‘example, all items related to practice were’ grouped under the "Practice"

hgading, and all items relat1ng to feedback were listed under "Feedback., To
further aid the analyst in select1ng 1tems, 1tems were d1chotomized according,

more Sklllful observation. This enables the analystrto tallor the . worksheets

to the SkllFs of the observers who will be using them:

-
o .- -
J ‘W P

The modifications’ JOb aid was also revised erlstlansen, Note 6) to make -

it compatlble w1th the revised observer's job aid and easier to 'use: For

each of the items for Identifylng Egainlng problems listed in the observer's

job aid; the modificationd job aid proposes-possible solutions to the problems.

As in the observer's job-aid, the modifications job aid lists ‘solutions by

worksheet and groups solutions relat1ng to th% same type of training activity

together. The table of contents has been expanded to allow .the analyst to

quioﬁly tocate the suggested soiutloﬁSfor each training problem identified

.on the observer's worksheets: The revised modifications -job aid has been

greatly edpanded over ‘the earljer version and provides mdch more detail on

‘how to modIfy tra1n1ng programs on the basis of deficiencies ident1f1ed during

traInIng , .

As mentioned. earlier a set of criteria that could be used in evaluatlng
lesson plans was developed and used in evaluating the Ml tran51tion training

lesson plans In conjunction with the development of these evaluatlon criteria

a first cut was made at produclng a ij aid for the evaluation of lesson plans.

of examples from the M1 transition tra1ning lesson plans,to illustrate the

types of pPUﬁlems that geneérally occur in the design of lesson plans. Following
the MI OT=ILI, the lesson plan evaluatlon job aid was rewritten (Kristiangen

and Witmer, Note 7) omitting-~the.examples from the M1 transition training

and including more gencral guldclines for the evaluation of lesson plans:

.i; . i; | v‘ iv.ﬁ . . | ’,.“ | ,. é
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The job aids described above provide gnidance on how to evaluate lesson

pians (Kristiansen and Witmer,iNote 7); how to observe training and testing

to entify train1ng program deficiencies (Witmer,; Note 5); and how to modify

training in response to deficiencies-discovered puring training (Kristiansen,

Note 6): These job aids alone do not prov1de sufficient guidance to the

training analyst for conducting a complete training program evaluation:

For example; the job aids do not prov1de gu1dance on planning the program

evaluation, selecting, training; and superv1s1ng data coilectors, 1nteract1ng

with the program staff and other participating agencies,; or procedures fory
1nterpret1ng and report1ng the data. To pr0v1de guidance to the tra1n1ng

in the previously described job. aids, an analyst 's job aid was developed
(Kristiansen and Witmer, Note 8). . 5 ;

4

can be used by Army personnel in evaluating training.programs. The gu1dance

"provided in these job aids is much more detailed_than that provided by the

Harless Guidelines which the job aids replace. Providing .separate job aids
for lesson plan evaluation, training observation, and training program
modification simplified the evaluation task by making it easy to locate

information concerning a particular evaluation activity. Further s1mplif1cation

J

'was obtained by reducing the number of worksheets to be ,completed by the training
observer and training analyst. The Harless Gu1de11nes included eighteen differernt

"worksheets - a worksheet for almost every possible training evaluation activity:

"The sheer number of worksheets to be §omipleted made the evaluation task appear

¢

Toav

Q

guite formidable. ARI's experience dur1ng the M1 OT- III showed that many of.

these wo&ksheets Were not necessary for conducting a tra1n1ng program~evaluation.

that much of the 1nformation called for by the various. worksheets was redundaut
and that the kinds.and amount of information provided by some worksheets dig not

Justify the1r existence. The reyised .job aids include only four worksheets or

data collection forms. -~ . e, .

T

observer to ensure “that the braining data needed by ‘the analyst are collected

during tra1n1ng and testing: Althdugh ‘the tra1n1ng anaiyst may wish to deVelop

.additional forms for coiiecting sofne of the information needed tp evaluate®a

particuiar,t?aining program no other forms are required by the TPE system.

&

a
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SECTION VIII ST , 5

The TPE~ system for evaluating the efﬁectiveness and efficiency of tra1ning
programs as described in the revised job aids offers substant1al advantages
over other methodologies used in evaluating training.. Like evaluation methods

. that employ specially constructed post-tests, TPE prov1des an obJective means

of determining train1ng program effectiveness. But unlike post tests, TPE :

»

But untlike questionnaire methods; the Information is obtained through direct
observatlon, rather than from second-hand, post-facto accounts of the training

program by the program participants.’ _ : L _ .
. . . ‘;d '_‘ —

The TPE system described in the revised job aid is the product of many:

‘months of developing prototype data,coilection instruments and job aids and i\

' ‘«testing those materials in the field with typxcai user input agaxnst typical

Army training. _Through field testing- the prototype materxals, many valuable

lessons were 1earned which were xncorporated into revisions of the TPE system. -

In rev151ng the TPE system, the job aids were refined to make them easier to

use and comprehensxve enough to provide detailed gu1dance for the training ob-
server and training analyst. The revised job aids (Witmer, Note 5; Kridtiansen,

Note 6; Kristiansen and Witmer, Note 7; Kristiansen and Witmer,; Note 8) provide
Vs a wealth of Information for anyone who is involved in the evaluation of tra1n-

tra1n1ng programs in the Army.
k4 - R o, ‘
) '
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G e : APPENDIX A
IR T o T ']g{j T e \\ .
SR TRAININ(: OBSERVATION FORM . "*-\&
bate {' : Tlﬁe (from) (to) . .~ _
Place . " Nr Trainees Nr AIs
I R Ndio T C _ : o : : .
Observer - ... ° ssubjé’ct , . [
Instructor ... - T . s
‘LESSON PLAN - T v
: Do we have a copy?. ° : ' i - . Y N
" .. If'so, was it followed? — S Y N s
o Was the lesson plan changed as'a result of thls 1nstruct10n? Y - N/
CONTENT - o o )
Were obJectlves stated 1n perfbrmance terms? .Y N
What were they” B : Yoo o N
) S : %
HANDS-ON TRAINING ~ = : : - SRR
Did lesson involve hands-on practice? - gg:?""Q““Y' N-
If yes, were all trainees glven hax?s on exper1enc&’ ) " Y N
5 If rot all, what percentage? S i
Did hands-on supervision appéér adequate° L Y N
7D1a hands on time per tralnee appear adequate? ' Y N
LECTURE/DEMONSTRATION " : DR B

Did lesson' involve-lecturing? - Y-~ N -~ Demonstration? Y B
¥ )

 * 'Did”lecture appear adequate? If no, what observations did
- ‘you make that led you to.this op1n10n’ (List below) .. _
Did deionstration appear -adequate? If no; what observations . ° . 4
__did you make that led ¥bu to- this opinion? (Llstvbeiow) e, .

Did instrictor ask for feedback from trainees? Y & N
:Did he ger feedback? ' T S Y N
Did he handle it adequately? ' C . ;) Y =N
MISCELLANEOUS . - - a T A
In your opinion, was the total time adequdte/exce551ve/ - SRR
~inadequate for this lesson? Do
In your opinion, were the trainees tralned to crlterxon Y N
during this block of instruction? . BT
If no, what cbserva*lons did you make that 1ed you to this - S
' og;n10n9 ' o : :
P " '

SR o " Field Unit - Ft Knox
fgf? .Ft knox, KY . 30121

US Army Research Instituté-
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?ﬁAiﬁiﬁé oﬁiﬁién éUEéiioﬁhAiﬁé
B ?Ww To quallty control futureﬁiﬁi tra1n1ng program development efforts,; we
eed your opinion regarding the' training you have just completed. Attached
-1s a list of tasks (numbered 1- thru ). Please respond to each task as
follows. : p . . , -
i r . B
1,  Circle YES or NO opp051te each task to 1nd1cate whether the task was taught
) as part of your training. - 7 . _ .
: ! ' BT
If the,ta;k,wgs,tgught (YES); answer th@,remaiglpg,9?9§t;9n§,f°£,Eb§§,,
by circling the number that best reflects your opinion of the training:
i = Very effective ' . |
2 =.Effective . : .
3 = Borderline g S
4. = Ineffective ] -* s s
.“5"; Very ineffective ) - -z
3. If the task was not taught (NO), go to the next task listed and repeat
the procedure ‘ R :
- After you have rated each task accordlng to the above procedure! complete
vthe questiorinairs; by answerlng the last two questions. Be completely frank
in maklng your rquonses and comments ) .
- - BT IR e v | -
i B ' ®
re T
NAME ¢ on . N POSITION _
‘;: 4 . )"'; . K P -\.. ) <
O RANK . <. DATE
:ﬁhh S S US Army Research Institute ,'. a 7'15
7 Fort Knox F1e1d Unlt, Fort Knox, Kentucky - e
',' ' . Aa . I ; “ I
[ oy o N 52128
e D P [0 i 'PT 5212a
o ; b3 o S
. ‘ “ 3, Coe L
B - SRR { RS- :
N . EA - ﬂfgﬁa . ;

a7 PR




TRAINING OPINION QUESTIONNALRE

_i'_; V;;yEﬁ'nc;ive _é_- éffecjiva _i_- éar&iriiné _4:_- inet:t:eétive‘ _;_- vary lieffective

_How_would you_Tate_

effectiveness of this

Nas this . - Hethods o e rat ectiven
w .tk T sibject of . Training Hands-on Training" Review and the overall training training in preparidg
UTASK ~ « teught? lInstructor Matter _ Instruction _ Time Practice  Materisls  Aids Critique & for this task? you for your job? ~
- S
xinzbgfgrefppeniian Yes Noll 123as| 12345 | 1234s5)1234s{123as|1234s5 1234512345 12345 12345
and services A I ) AU I R IR R vt o
hting the main gua YosT Noll 12545/ 128453123451 12345/12345/12345112345]12345 12345 r234s
 the nain gun Yes Nofl1234S|t234s(t1234s5|1254s/1234s5]123545|12345[12345 12345 12345 5
’ L o o o o o
ing prepare-ta-fire Yes Noff123das|i2s3as|i1235as)|i1235a4¢/t23as)12354s|i2354s5 (12345 12345 12345
and_services_ _ _ Iz - . _ J . S Y 2
ng targets at high Yes Noff 1234S5| 12345 ) 1234s|1234s|/212345 1234512345 |122345 12345 12345
ying targets at high Yes WNoff 12345|12354s|125as|1.25a¢|/12345% Jd23as 123545123545 123548 ° 12345
4 . - B
g targets at high Yes  Nof| 1234sit1234s | 1234s{1234s[r1234s5) 12345 )12345 (12345 12345 12345
ng fargets at long range Yes No|l 12345[ 12345 | 123%¢ 12:25’1&‘34'5" 12345 |123545)12345 12345 12345,
A 1] R — .- - FE e - N - [ P o F [ - -
ying targets at long Yes Nolf 1234s| 12345 | t234s|1234sf1234s5)12Tas[12345 12345 12345 12345
ting targets to gunner Yes Nof| 12345| 12345 | 1235as|i2353sJ12345|12345 (123485 (123845 12345 12345
4
- _ P R Lo [ T - o - A oo P P
Yes Nofl 12345| 12345 | 12345]|1234s[12345]|12345]12345]|12345 12345 12345
B targets Yes No|l 12345| 12345 | 12345 123as/1234s]1234%|12%45/|12345 12345 123545
he thenfal yight o - _ U o
g targets while firing Yes " Nofl 12545] 12345 12345|1234s/1'23345(12345132345(123545 12345 12345 -
mOVe - - - - - PR | - -y -1 - ---- - - - - - - [ .- .
_rounds whilé Firing Yes Noll 123545 12345 12345]|12345 12345 {12345 1234512345 12345 12345
move . L . L _ I IR A SRR IS I o . ‘
 targets under Yes  No iasad|iasas 12345} 123as{1234s.)123as]|12345 12345 123458 12345
d conditions . B I DN p B R I N B R .
g targets using Yes  Woll 1®345| 12345 [ 12345[12345/12345]12345]12345[12345 12345 123457 :
g high speed evasive Yes Wofl 1234%| 12385 | 123as|i2s5as{i2345])123as|1250s{12545s 12345, 12345 f
t3 Frod TC's_station - | I R AR RN D . D T A I :
ng battle range - Yes  Nofl 12345712345 12345 12345[12345[12345)123%s[12345 12345 12345
g swoke grenades Yei ol 1234s| 1238 | 123as|t234s|i23as]|i23as tqisag|izsas 12335 2348
ing-aftef fire checks Yes Mol 1234sf123as|12sas]{r2sasfr2sas|rzsas|1234s]|12345 12345 12345
cds oo - o B B L
ing TC warning lights 12545) 12348 |"12345)12345/123548[12345 3238512345 12345 12345
- JE T T - R B Y o R T JEES .
operation t2s3as|123asfer2sas|12sas|12sas|1234s5]12345 12345 12345 12345
: o ‘ R i H S [ I
ing TC mpintenance 12345| 175450 12345} 12545/ 12345 ({12345 ]12345[12847 12345 12348
hs‘ . ) ,;
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task(s) rated do you feel require additional training time?.,
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o
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OBSZRVATION OF TRAINING EVENTS =

E}

TI (Incroductxon/Ovcrview/Prerequ es)
XM1 Tng 39 . ‘
19L- 19X . 45E  63E

Class/icsson Title

Date:

Truaining Locat ion/ v irouzent

cr

Class Start Time

Cliss mid . Tige

Data Collector ID #- — —

.

Instractor ID #

r

OBSERVATION YES

0| N/A

ASSESSMENT

OK

NOT OK

. COMMENTS .
{Continue Below if
Necessary)~

Were Students Told
tHL Araxuxub OaJcctives’

”*s tae Purnosc of the
Training Objective provIdéﬁ
to the stuugnts’ :

‘Was tHe Qutlihé of ctass
-activities and schedule
'p:ovxdco,the students?

-‘Was t;rminoloby which "

Q;latlonsﬁxp be;ween the
Tratnfng Objective and

other .events was explained’

P051tive or Vegatxve

or not lcarnxng wer
prqvided’

will bé used in the
1nbtruct10n prlalned
or clarified?

Questions encdouraged

and answered?

Fou

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS

LY

FH Form 2951=40

42
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R A

N . . DUSERVATIéN 6i TRAINING EVENTS - PART II (Demonstration and Isolated Praccice)'
: . - XM1 Tng 39 L

Llabb/t‘“qon ?iﬁié Tjt:ff;f,,,,_‘“: ez ;il o Date:

. OUSERVATION - -~ "~ | ¥ES | NO | N/A | ASSESSMENT COMMENTS IR
N : . o ' . OK { NOT OK ' : S,

. . .
* . ’ 3 -~ - - — X
A 0 - r L

Weré .Tasks Demonstrated? i e

|

Was Demonstration conducted
"in small enpugh steps?

L]
ra

Was the isolated practice | ;:| - '
at a high reality level? 1 o ‘ o

Isolated practice allowed
for a range of examples?

Students wore provided - ' TP
fcedback on their actions? |, . - : L o

Faulty performance was |

*

1dént1f1ed and corrected? |

ask questions?

v - e
> AR - - N i
. - . KRS . o

Were students encoaragéd to .

aﬁSWered° : = , )

< A

wcre Job Aids lntroduced as : : ) \ _— .
Part of the instruction’ ’ .1 ' o <

Level -of reality progreSSed . : e . )

from Low to High’

ADUITIONAL COMMENTS:

Fi Form 2951-40 B ' ; © . Page 2 of &
(0T 29 Aug 80) ai. i = o -
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T ’ N - -
Lo ‘ - .
A s oo ..

: o Onsrnvmmn OF TRAINING EVENTS = PART III (Ceneral) .
gt e P I , IM Tng 39 o o

Class/Lesson Title - .

e we et JaE - -
L - ) N -~

.k

OBSERVATTON T . | YES| NO |N/A | ASSESSMENT | COMMENTS =

OK | NOT OK|

T

Instructor followcd lgsson ) N ) .
plan?. _ ‘ 5

AV called for was used?

1raxn1ng matcrials and . .,
handouts called for wore used? . : N

Instruction was rogically
sequenced? ' :

——

Basxc rules presented before A
;-cxcéptlons7 2 o . SR R L

)

fL;afﬁiﬁg OBjéEEiUéé §ﬁé$£ﬁi§
'tran51tloned from -one to the .. . .
O\.her? o

.2 . ) o I

&

-+

wcrc Critzcal Discriminations iﬁ'

emphasxzcd’ S . o -

™

.Lcssons were performance based | 1 IR B - ;

“and’ not . subj ect mattér based? , . .

.

' s’:&dehts act iwtrély partic ifiétéa?

iﬁéffdéibf pfb@i&éd~a sﬁmmary? . CG

‘bess10ns start ‘and qad on time? Ls

i "7 " B - SX R
Was instructor attitude - ) . : : B

positive? . . o e . . . _ =

B S . . oy

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS

.
v

FH Form 2951-40 - IR ~ Page 30of 4
> ; e e - BR .
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N . . T . T ’
| _ XMl Thg 39
“OBSCRVATION OF TRAINING EVENTS - PART III (cont) o
- - 7 .\ .
" OVERALL. Rﬁ'rﬁc OF THE CLASS OR LESSON
. N
0- i_iiéiéi;i;éiﬁ . No performance problems predicted
' [ - coon “  Few performance problems predicted - ,
. : T e
((J-<F&IR -  Considerable perfogmance problems predicted
E] = POOR ; ﬁiéeéﬁréad performance problems predicted
\ . —
= :
&
¢ @
\ ‘ ),a.‘{_A 7 7 .
- ' k', - =
i ° . -
gl

FH Forge2951-40 } : : ~ . Page 4of 4 . °
(6T zsﬁ’ug 80) : u ~ 4 | ‘
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ORBERVASTON OF i'ii)i(f‘i‘l'(."l-‘.'/'I‘ES'IiEVENTS

ClinnAlasssoii T Ui

Cliissizleeimon M

T

19L 19K 45E 63E

TRty location/Environment

Tost Start Time

rest End Time

XMl TNG 40

Page 1 of 2

7

T WA
Data Collector ID#

Instructor ID#

x

1. Test Basis? i

[

Individual
Fié;d Performance

NO

BY WHOM?

< .
2. Is Test Being Scored” YES

: . & .

¥, Is CEiEéEié for PASS/FAIL b&éﬁﬁéﬁEéaé

»

G. 1s this remedial ___ or POI

_Training?.

YES:

— Crew

—————Platoon
— > Simulation .

NO

WHERE _ _

2 Do Guxdclihéé fdr thé Test Administration exist?
: -

S

_ _Z.

OBSERVATION - . . _

—XES |

—NO | UNK

Hid the test occur soOT0 after the

»

compiction of training?

Arc PESS/FA’.IL’ Standards Fair?

tcvct of Roaixty iIs as close to
rcal world as poss;ble?

‘Test sequence .is the same as 1n
real world»? - i R

v

Aru critical discriminations and

rcsponocr cailcd for?

Tc;: calls for integration of
tasks that will be 1ntegrat@d Ly
in the rcal world?

Were the spécxfiéa‘tasksrtested?

- I P

ot lnuM )Oﬁt 41 -
(IH % j(_(uq Hﬂ) R

O
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TNG 40 (CONT)

: Paqge 2 of 2 -
~ ) b
OBSERVATION 7 - YES | NO | UNK| N/A COMMENTS
Were the specified CGrandaras o ]
ablicd? )
;appix(,d. ¥ o
Azc scorcrs difter Tt pepsomtel | .
than instructors? ] «
A K
wd:. pcrformance won! Saminated? Rt
Were studonts qiven faocdback on - ;
. their performancé after v _ '
v.c_stlng? 3
. = - e ’ — '
PR > e
' J\ppl‘OXImdgé Nmﬂbcr of First 'Puue Ove a:i:t O GO's * A —
OBSERVER'S OVERALL #ATING OF %xﬁa TEST| ) S
t] =BXCELLENT No jj&'ii:ifiii-:ﬂébi:é pi:dbléﬁié “
U - GUOD, _ few Portoxmance Problems ’ 7
[} - FAIR (‘;S‘hs;derable Performance Probieﬁs T
L _ {
~[]" - POOR Widespresd Performance Probiq;ns’ i
 Summarize FAIR or POOR vatings:. _., R —
a i o L -
[ -
;\ ) -
£ LY
) 5
. fra
¥il FORM zé.:l 41 C : : .
(OT 6 kuq Bﬂ) - )
* ’ - - i .
vy Y 59 :
; » £ . y

O
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| CTRALNING ENVIRONMENT | . - ; o KMLETRG=L
. _ . - . -} N ' < . o . L ‘7 1 Lo
, Class/Lesson Title. - R . 191 19K 45E 63E R E
Clﬁé&iéés. i - % A ‘ I A -
. 7: -: h ...‘ ‘:‘- Y o . . -
-~  Training Locs Date: .’
Number of Studemes . . .. Dati Collector IDV ,
4  Nimbcr of Instructors/Al's Instructor ID# \
ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS oK NOT OK | © COMMENTS
: .é‘maca;:iastru?‘dt Ratio L o
Student-Equipment Ratio
kc*ces’_’s’ c6~iﬁsérUct6i'_i‘$ . .
] . ] ’ E
. Access to' Equipment
-. ‘Sufficiént Training Materials z !
= : ' - -
Publications Utilized - '
Training Aids :
R _
I ,§ o i . . _ L
~ No: of Students fér Spage
Noise Distractions Coy
~ Observed Discra?t’;zéms
- . { - - L]
Interruptions -
T — - 1
Lighting . .
Temperature  * *
. - e o P
Length of Training Event -
. Overall Rating == .
* b 60 .
O
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FOR COLLECTING TRAINING EFFECTIVENESS INFORMATION
4 i 2 R . H R ) .

. —
- .-
s -
.
- -
s -
_ gt
~ N {
,_i * .
°
v .
! 3
(g
= v
-
-
LY -
. (%
.
. !
~ 0 N
.
- .
— ~
3 - \ -
- .
T -
\ . .
. . -~ -
~
A3 L]
.
s 3 '
s 9 B
. - - .
- [ N
_ . g

Ea

P



I : . - - : : -

R SRAL~T¥G-1
> . ! - R - . LY
- R ) . . A LA § o ' : ey
: ' : S N : ,; v2> : '

' g o ) : SRS

-~

O bt‘.oul@c?hic PROFILE DATA Sid’ii’dQUE TIU\:\AL:*% - g,
o . . \td \ t‘} ' . ¥’ H

btalined kﬁpﬂ *crsonnel .ccords."

N -";\QLJ\S P l; in froat side of form. frou«%m btaia ‘
. 34-,; oi focr dazring incerv;ew' also, duriﬂg 11 erv ew conficm data on front "side
R ¥ . e _ kK . B
* . . . . Lt ] L3 b N L N
o e e e e e — oo - '

1llc.cion : ' . 10. MILITARY EDUCATION

Y
> * A ., Y .
P} . ; -o® ¢ ' p“ o
L S . " ) X ( 10S S )- ;
R s T \ 8 7 ¥ (iﬁ'ﬂ: SG‘%)
2N e e Lt )
B . e ’i Ly . . PL P “‘,,,,; ) ’ i (
I . AL . .. XXiyPay ' - e i
. v e f;r- P . SO e » [
. . 7..&\:: ‘..1¢ t’]l‘lr \: . ,'7 . ‘ y’. ) 3 ’ g
Tolavl,. Dates v 1] '+ " 12. ,Pérmacent HOS
N uayluonch/\z' ST pwosy;

TG Dejarte«d Un ity o — 13,7 CURRENT UYIT = ;
t = Déqunth/xéar R T e ] €0y AN
. . R ’ s S : N [ (?LT) J "

[ . ! B} v .
Raak: = - S R 14: o:he:' MOS (e LOS)T R
" ‘ g ) - ""'h. )7 . (' . c )
Classificationm Battery Scores: [ .- o 15. Bésxc kctzve Servxce Date:
. I s COON e -1(Enber'Day, Month, Year,.
; S , S -71 L on ‘appropriate. Llﬁe)
sa,,CC v B Cl - R T 15a Before 15960 ‘
b TA S 5g . GM . . 15b 1960<1965 " T -
<& ST_- - - - &h sC = L R 15¢ 1986-1971 o
L EL e Bd. MM — ‘ 15d 1972-1978_- -
.2 GT_*t.  §j Other__ _ , 15e &after 1978__
.eaghc: (;q%gg exact height on ' +  '16. Birthdate:
*% + ' appropriate Iiﬁé)s - , ’ - ) Day/donch/Yaar
1= 3Balow-5'oM. . : 7. BfrchpiaCS" (Entes state
3% . 5'9"-5"4" . ] ' : On appropriate iine or 5
7= 5'3"-5'9" ) check appropriace country) -
7¢ 53'10"-6'2" i : 17a‘ North' America oL
N ' ) ‘ 17b South/Central

e/ ovar o8'2"

S *;/ , S kmerica O
rt: {Znter exaef wiight on : 17¢  Carribdean

jeip inter ex NS - —_—

Zppropriate line) ... 174 :Europz ———
T ) | ©° 178 Pacidic o= L
i Reliw 125 1bs = - 17¢ Other . . —
b 123-130 lbs - o e )
e ;5i—:75 ibS . N } 18. Phj"fiéil Profile
i {76-209 ibs o ) whaat type :

Sver 200 tks - - T ' -
&

'1siti . fducation: o 19: Total Milltary
o - Ve ,.-1ths? svi )

Years/oaths
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E®S J ~ ’ F‘ ) E : . A E
. .y Ir. - . ‘ o .. 7 R m'&—ﬁ:c—i
j ' “ - w. b
28 &2 (': or: — ; .
21. 3gCrricy Clearance: ] ‘
ot . : . RN : N . - -
: iia ¢ ') Top Sécrat. . - ' "7 2le ( ) Confidential
1% {- ). Seecret - - 21d . { ) None.
22, ‘vhit is your present gduty position? - : o : -
& ' : L . I o . i !
22 () Gummer. , . ") 63G Mechanic ,
225 () TLoader : . ) 45k Mechamic O
wo2Ze’ () Driver. .o ‘ : ") 346 Mechanic -
522 ) ennkAggjgegger S < L ) Othar; : '
n#0 22e {0 ) 63E Mechamic o B o 1piain. : E
22 (. ) 452k {echanic.™ . = . . ) . 63C B '
22z -¢ ) 63H Mechaamder. ¥ 4w
is your Marital seééﬁé‘g o f o "
. s . . £
¢ ‘ Vever Married . I K o . *:
t ) ";arr* ed and w;fe‘,,beh . S - C :
{ ) rried but wifeé 1s not with - 3 ¥ L
( 3 _'Dlvom»ed or -widowed S . : wh. o
-y Le,gal”y Separated ST W
T 1'7 N 7-3 . LSy - n
24.  How much longer do you expect to rema*in ,&n t:he Amy? o .
. 222 { ) '5.or more years : u,', P
24> { ¥ 3=iR.years ' = P ;
24c ()} z=Zyears’ = - L e
24d ('} d—Z.years ; = et L o
24 (. ) Lass. than one vear ' = ,(ﬂ.' i - ST
: ) S U - K
- 25, FHow long have you held yom: current pay grade" S ! : ok
* * 258 { ) -5 ommore years. . - ’ S "
- 25p { )}—-3--~'4.years-. o ) 5 S oL
25¢c. {  )-—2---3.years e oy SRS
. 254 { )}-le-.2.ye2ars - e Do IRREES R P TN
258 ( . ) Less. thatm& vear.. 45 CE Coo N :
. B J’ - ,'
26. How ‘long have you beenvia yOur p’reééﬁt duty position (}:ota"l experiénce, incIiid:.iig
othe? bnic ass:.gnmem:s)’ . ,
26a - ( | )’ Six months or less
26b . ( ) 7 =112 wonths.
26¢ ¢ ) More tham 1 but less chan 2 o ,
26d ( ) More thanm 2 but less than 3. < : : -
26e ( ) 3 or more ' B . Y s
T2 Form 2951-1 ’ ‘ : *
(OT 8 &pr 30) = i . . )
51 - ’ : ’
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27. low Iong the you been a member of yOun presenc crew, group or squad?

Ly

g 3
27a ¢ ) Lcss than 5 months 5 - v ’ o &
27b ) 3~ '6 months L. g ) , ;
27¢ () 7.-12moaths | o v
27¢ () 13 --I3'memths . oY '

B 27 ) More’/than 18 months
- . ~
28. How long, have you been in your present company. troop or baccery?
ééa { - j Les§ chan 3 months . )
286 C ) 3 - 6 months ' _ S ~ ‘.
28c () 7 + 12 months ' ‘ ' :
¢ 2860 () 13 - 18 months A
f 28e () Mnfe than 18 months ' .o S -
29, How. léng have you Been in chis bactalion or squadron? ’
. - 7 , C | . ‘
i 295;\‘( ) Less thén 3 months .
295" () 3 - 6 months -,
- 29¢ ( ) 7 -12 mefiths . _ ‘ -
% 29d - (¢ ) 13 -I8gmonghs . .+ = . - TN,
29 ( ) More than'i8 monchs 7 e

" 30V»‘What ancestry do you con51der youtééifé ' : ?

;.' gééa‘ {.' } Spah*sh descent ' : e o . o e

- 305 (L) American Indian . ;

'30c () asian-American T
: “36d ( ) Puerto Rican . - ' .
. 30e ¢ ) Philippino Co o \
© 30f;7 () Mexican-American : ] Lo, T
+ 308 | ) ©Bskimo. , , " SRS ‘\/I;/:\;\, ;o
4 ™300 ( ) Aleit . ° © . . e
“$0i () Cuban-American = -
. 303 «( ) Chinese -
. : =,30x« { ) Japanese
: . 301 { ) Korean i - , ' e
- 30&. ¢ ) Black . ° : ¢ -
I i 30'n (“ ) Other, A , ’
3 31;;4 ech hand déliéu uée‘55¥ doing careful work? s 7
‘4‘ 77777777 B ; B3
' “31a e VS feft hand . - : _
“31b '¢ ) Right hand -
‘ 3&& &G ). Either hand .
A -
FH Form 2951-1  _ -, o : S
(0T 8 Apr 80) ' 7
Ly - ;‘ . - ?: .
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-~ . LAY
*

320 Whar kind of ‘corzacrive lemses do you use to perform in your duty gosition?

- 325 ¢ ) Glasses sometimes
33b ¢ ) ‘Glassas always®
32¢° { ) Contact lenses bomeciﬁi'es
_ 32d () Contdct lenses always
- . 32 ( ) Do not need correcticn -
23. How many depgndents (not counting yourseif) do you Héiié?
333, ¢ ') None -
335 () Onme 2! ‘ !
» 33¢ ) Two. ‘
33¢ { ) Three o A .
33e ( ) Foéur or more .
34. What civilian jobs or trades have'you worked at or had training?
34 () Nechanic o ; SN )
34b° (" ©) Electrician o ) , .
34a .4 ) Comsgruction . Tt L , \
. 13%d - () /Machme Operator . . B S I
\ 34e . ( ‘) Truck drlver &~ . ’ ' o
{FBS\ W‘hat ot"ﬁer MGS formai trainlng do yod have? . . g
d Lo K ) ) > - : [
o 353, Whére'“' N S - o
o 35b  What Unit . : L - s
e 35¢ Duty®Position . IS —— ST
35d “How many mon;h5° — ‘. S
}6. What pr‘mary ﬁbé formai traInIng do you have? ; v
363 Where-. e - o - | . T ‘ ..;- - :
36b What unit, - e
. 36c..Duty Position = SR - . N
* 36d How many months L - ;i ~ n
37: ihac duty MOS formal EEéiBiﬁé do you have? - p
372 Where _ o n o o 5
.. 37b What unit - T .
< 37c Duty:Ppsition - — T -
©37d "How many months . ‘ S 3 -
“35. Whac othet MGS e;tper'rence do yOu have? ’ : .
38a Wnere z&™ ‘. _ - E : //'_ : o,
38b- What unig - I e R
38¢ ' Puty Po?ﬁéé . . ' !
38d How many °‘.‘th5 ” .
FH For-'x 2951- 1 — .
(0T 8 Apr 80) o . -
= . - . s s S




39. Wlat primary HOS expcrience do you have?

39“ Kﬁ?feﬁw,, T
395 What unit .
39¢ Dyty Position . . y: -

39d How many months

40. ﬁﬁat ducy MOS experidhce do you have?

401 Where

"46b  What unit

40¢ Bucy positxon

40d how many months

51., Arec_you an advanced individual training (AIT) or one station unit training (OSUT)

gxadua:e7

4ta () AIT

41b ¢ )y OSUT

4lc When: : 1o

o Inclusive Dates - ,
41d Where: - - . .

ti;u What ARTEP ‘experience do you have?

!
)

.

42a Wﬁéfé RS
42b Wnat unik s -

' 42c Duty.Position

42& How many times -

43.. What‘Complete Tank Gunnery experience do you have?
] - - . FO
‘ 433 Wnere- i T,
43b What unit _ . -, .
43¢ Dﬁmy-ﬁSsiEzon ' '
43d - How many times . ’ .
34. Whac maintenance experience do you - have?
i S e - :
4a Where : s
44b  What unit ) _

bbe Ducy pOSlthﬂ

44d -How many months 7

¥

45. AﬁﬁITLONAL,COMMENTSE.:Agf'

¢

KAL=TNC=1

.'

DATA COLLECTORS KUMBER

QATA COLLECTORS NAME

Y4 . TLAST/FIRST/MIL
DATA COLLECTORS RANK "] .
E Form 29511 w - ' 1
- (0T 8 Apr 80) 3 o
, N
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. S
Class/Lesson Title

 Class/Lesson #

. - TRAINING AIDS DATA SHEET

Y

ooox

Training Location/Enviromment _._

Test Start Time

Test End Time >

Date:
Bata ﬁbiiéctcr 04

Instructor ID#

v ,Aﬁng44749L 19K

XMl THG 37

cn |
m
[o)]
W
m

oy

\
T

R

1. List training aids required by lesson plans,

B

' 2. List training aids used during class.

b |

L

ra1n15; aids? g

3. ‘What recommendat:ons do you have for more effectlve o’ it

one and exp]aqn)

[+13

. & ch effect1ye was thel1h§iruqtdr¢§”u§é of the training aid(s)? (Check

Q"\
I

.0y Very effectave §:~ e

Séﬁéﬁﬁét effective

AN
o )

()
(- ) Somewhat ineffective
¢ )

o
.

YO

o @ |

Very ineffective

FE Form 2951=37
(CT 4 Aug 80)
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5.. How cffective was the training aid{s)? (Check oné and explain)

a. () Very effective i , ;

b. ¢
c. |
(

) Somewnat effective _ . .

) Somewhat ineffective . . .
) Very ineffective . _ | :
6. Comments:- . . :
PLATOON CdIEE,DAIA COLLééTGRs FILL 06T FOR EACH. CLASS. LESSON PLAN SHOULD BE
CU;PARED TO'POI FOR ACCURAEY eF DATA ‘ e a
R . ‘ LR B
v . § ,
' --\ - // B
! -
. :
“;!.:‘ ;




'F?’ .

414 pcr 80
S o e e . - . 14 0CT 80
S 7 INDIVIBUAL TRAINING/PERSONNEL STATUS REPORT - o - XML-TNG-38A |

L : £ - . R CT . : -

TITLE o T . - - S :

_ ACTUAL TIME (MIN) __ _-_ POI TIME (MIN) - COLLECTOR ID? . __ DATE_7 7 _
% TNG !TEST + . . TNG TEST L <t © . - DD MM YY-
POS | - NAME RANK | MOS | €0 | PLT | ATTENDANGE | TIME MISSED: | TEST- SCORE | REASON ABSENT
- WY | | (PRES/ABS) | (MINUTES) * | - (I-7) ’ '

)R N
T n . ” ; 5
e . . .

’
- ,1

¥ g
-
- .
]
— — e L
—~
:

o~
|
|

| ASCUNNER BLOADER CSDRIVER . MECHANICS: ,E<63E F=4SE G=63H H=63C 1=45K J=34C 1=63C MN=45N K=OTHER -
'D=TANK OMDR - ' MECHANICS! E=63E F=45E. G=63H H=63C I=45K J=34G 1=63C M=4SN K=OTIIER
NUMBER OF RECORDS=00065NK CMDR : . L s o

. . L . I J . "o
2 N ; N - C e Lo .o . O
* s ’ - . B . oL K R T

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



PR ] . -
. . - T L

R e . 7. XMI~TNG-38B-
' TANE CREW PERSONNEL STATUS. REPORT

***** _ - pate___

B&Eé Collector ID # -

- Lo inscructor fD # . ' DA

uad T ime ' C : };57 Crew ID ¢ _ ) -

?Tank*USA # ~ — ‘ . v’:;; — B ; S
| ) ' a‘ Repiacement (Check if Yes)

VYES_ : ol

ﬁi j* .;, %ﬁa  ’ ;
P .

iverfID # N ST [ 1 }
‘—;;—,» . L AT e ; BT - . B
Reéﬁons for -eeular gfgh mambers not ﬁeing presen: fot training. L
TR : ; l e . -
b ',«'» -"';" . A y :
ID# a N 4'{ e e s _ . Yoo
n . B . o R : » ' i. ) : ‘ . - .
e "_44144;;;,=Aw0x ‘r'i ?‘ ) U%V"L ) - S
PR Hospital - ] .

Emergency Leave . 7 L
N \,t

2 . Confidsment

“‘L\ )

Other (explain) - : >
- , o i:.:'_',: . .. '.'; <y
T W R \
;' . R Lo . o N : . ’
e ,,,,,,. ‘ o s 2
- Performance Evaluation Score __ _ (1-7) .
o - L ‘ ; . &
Number of times exercise performed , :
' C - i }
N s .
e N
L 1S
.
. ‘* )
Til FCRM 2951-39 o : o, 52); e ' ; Yy -

(UT 7 Nov 80) - ' .
‘ 58
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‘ : L ® .
. _ xM-TNG-42 - ¢ - . -
,:,?q’_'-zc'v'g;/ . ) v B ) N ) - - .
Cs smsE T OPINION QUESTxeNNAIRE D ey
DATE _ Lt e s s4seeE T

S

Please »e]] us what you think abOut the c]as§ you Just attended Be Honest!

Be]ow, in the spacé provwded 11st the twt]e(s) of the class(es) you were tauqht
today. In the columns provided, write the number that bést shows what you think

of the Class: N : - | S
> 1 GOOD (No prob]ems - everyth]ng was clear) : = 1¥
e 2 . OKaY - i (Few prab]ems a]most evenyth1ng was. c]ear) v
) ) s P ¥ » BN N9 ".f X
3. BORDERLINE (Bare]y acceptab]e-an average’ c]a§s) v E
4 ﬁAB ii ':: (A lot- o. prob]ems -very: lwttle was c{ear)
— - — n[\ - Lo Lo
5. TERRIBLE - (A]i prob]emsfpoth1ng was c]epr)- ' ' S o
“TRAINING - AN T . F . HOW WELL, CAN - :
CLASS AIDS AND' . AND |- PRACTICE |° TRAINING YOU DOTHIS
TITLE TOOLS . * HORKBOOKS " .. TIME _ METHOD .. TA§K9 N
5 T 3 L TR S B S ST
T ] i 1% : LY SRS 5. ° L
B % S - TR P ; ;
b : R | ‘ ‘f/; LA '-
. e : Y i G
7§ _ = v —
S g e ) <
I ! i "JL"' .
B R - i‘k j ;?;7
S 7 ; Ty . : ,,?4
wayr - ¢ : AN~ - ,
- X a L C
L. - N _:I- B P - . . B -
_ - E \”d - ‘ * ; ; u B 3 i :,":'.",.'."); t Cyt Al; (
o [ T < e
S < N , Sl W L Ry
7 : T — ’ :
pe o gwe e
R y o T : :Jﬁ - R .
"y " ‘o - i < C i 7 " - tfir
a5 . n ?\ _"T‘QT’ZV ;(:r N 77;' 7 \ & -
S L ¢ I .
H FORM 2951~43 L ! _ v : A
5T 4 AUG 80) . L S f | o SR *
: . 5 AN N R
A 5o ) ; . s
) = 9 'tJ; o o R . ! i S / 2 $#
. ‘ 59 .
* o - . ey 7




) ?, | S - K91 <1NG-4 3
. < CREW STATION THNTERATURE ASSESSHENT - o

. N : PATA COLLECTION FORM L )
- DATE: i PERIOD: . D@Y (0600-1800), - NIGHT (1800-0600) TANK. NUMBER — L

CREFMAN ID 7

CREW POSITION® C G L D (CIRCLE ONE) EATK'COLLECTOR D #

i . S
MAIN TANK MODES USED DURING THE PERIOD . . . ~.% ' . : ' COMFORT JUDGEHENT "

N D Y S o (CHECK ONEj” A R P
HATCH HEATER | ' BLOWER _MOBILITY ! i R G
K T T L FAN

OPEN| CLOSED | ON;{OFF | ON|OFF

S B R R )
~ ] NOT-{MOPP L TIME PERIOD __JVERY S VERY]
MOVING|MoVING | Mope[ —¥RoM | To  |cOLD '

COLD | LOMFORTABLE|#HoOT | “HoT |«
] ] - o . '.._f‘ . A e F3 "'._-' A e
S O I I R 2 - : N AR o
. « . RO & " . St ? ) ’
3 i IS IS L
-’ e ;,' )
o N P - F -
. RN v T ?
N » L
B EREE

- r
-, - ~ 3
N i
~r D T T ¥
- T e[ o] T
?| . s e 4 V- e
) ¢ Al : L . 2
" P N v v .
i LN Yo 2 »
—_ x - — hal
M T
‘j. LI . T
N

CpiFort sy s
(0T 27 0ctrgO)y - . - B

.
R R .
- .
-~ B * i
N N o
- t -
LT _ <
LT . ’
. . - l v
' : . Eanl /
B
F . o
I
. B L
P R

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



. . - . ) . N . L} . - Lo h - - .
; A L . . S ' XM1-TNG=44. L
.;.'_’._ * .’
i e . 2 519L 19K 45E" . S63E: ..
. . < T A A 3 . o
Class/Less L S et el DAIE" # S
g : " INSTRUCTOR 104 _____
Pleuse to]] us what you th1nk about Eﬁé class yéu just: taught Be- Honest'
1. Did you have_1nstfuctor .S mater1a] for each task you. taught’
. g s
A D [}
’ o ' it :
2: Do you undérsthhd the 1nformat10n in the 1nstructor s mater1a]s )
~ Yes 7 ] ,
¢ ' Didn't underst@nd'ii for these tasks: — — S —
; - g
e i———e e -t T - { : Ji' M ". - 7- 7”:7
. J o !. G A
4 e gam e hE ———— e —— / 1S - ! ". =
f?%, uas enough 1nformat10ﬂ g1ven %o you’ . af{;
. - _ . . - . Y 7.’
. __L__leS. . ! ./". :
_ ——.— Needed more info for these task? AgAAJQ//N
S ," - ) _ + x }a R X :
L TTTTTE T T T l\x K
; . L B ‘ R 7 s 11 . / "& : .

f@ﬁ,‘ﬁ, Was the 1nforma%1on in the 1nstructer S hater1a]s tecﬁn1ca]1y accurabe? L

DISIzs Yes N o : i
S 1naccurat§jnro for these tasks .
" - S ;.
- >~ < !
Vel 3 ', "
. h, S . ET"' . <o s
- y 4 . - i - . - . =
7. : s e X o .
IH |‘u|(..,.m'.1¢4' - e ‘;_ } X _Q/ o
(Q‘wjmj‘rgn) \\ L e ] T agh # G
k N - Y- ’ s e ~ ) ~ .
R P o ' . S e _
ST r3 ;¥ S
v Cos B e




"5, Did you have student material for cach-task you taught?

‘ o Yes ,
‘«____ Didn't have matema] for Eﬁééé task:\‘ - _
ST
- S - v T
. ‘ & :

6. What was the quality pfvthe student material?
ﬁﬁ.;t:::‘ %ééd B v": L ,.} ,; o o B ., N
Borderline o S

F TR

. . - o
o Terrlble L o, -
o ! : S
7. Did Lhe Lourse des1gn'ca%} fo?*gﬁbu h practlce exerc1se<7
. s . % ,
e -—— Yes . ) N -
IS h ' é; . v
; . More practice needed- for these tasks:
- ‘. : ’ ?‘5
_ 4 ST S o s
781””Q1d the practice exerc1se5‘ca11ed for by the course 8é§i§ﬁ lncorporate
‘enough realism? 7 . v
- 'S : : R o . s
) Yes - ¥ o Lo -
. piE Saa e i o I '
oz More realism needed. for these tasks:
: /2 1 s I a ‘
o [ ’ [ 3
ER : " oW N AR
s : r . [ v - i
R S - s = N -
S

9. Did- you have . standards fQ\/measurlng the: performance of stud t§ ihgfhé'
pPﬂCt]CC excrcnses7 T, o B

Al

@

: ,. N

. - " Yes A ¥ L . K R
S, ... Didn't ﬁéve staﬁ%ard f?r ;heéé iééks

4 p T

e - _— —
- - s e e e ey
HJI(HuI/D 1-45
{ g A UG 8()) :
. T

: - ¢ ‘.
:: :7 i I “ :

N SR . - -

ERIC
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10. Wit tasks, iT ailys did the. studert scem to find difficult Lo learn?
S : o o 777. -‘,: . . . -

" for the tasks you listed in 10; why o you' think they were difficult to

fearn? . |
i . ' ) ’ T ‘ o C

- B . . o ®
i ‘ _&_ ‘ o : i - i . . ?
e e —— —— e ————— — —_—

Y PN

12: How viould you change this course? ..

L SN
LTy
. PR
—_—— [P RVI MO PE S Jy
. v o - o
————— e ey
% : Y
— - } . 'ﬂ\
. - g P S
N ~ N P PSS
' ~
LY -
. LR — .
N XN - 2 [N
X . - +
,' ..
» ..
T 2 . - - B .
P P N g :
L SR S . ) .
) B R 0 - ¥ . N .
T o - -
\
Iy . 7 v
[ ; M S
1 ; a - Y R .
; ' e :/ ,
vy °. ; T N R
. . ‘ 3 - - - hd v
,
- -
L4

- N ) g 7{21 . ; ‘ . ..
Ui ottt 2051-45 : oo - . i _— ; o H o W
(Or 2 AU BO) f N :J, s Wt - Ce 4, ‘. - .",' FX 'L‘E -
. 63 - o ; ", no 7:}
_'.; ¥

L ;
. P h
) - ) P ?7 "‘3;3 L ) ’\56
7 e v T

ERIC
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S T , o S I
ST = - .-  FM1-TNG-55
i | - | , Page 1 of 3
‘ o LT B §_. 7 o
L oyt

-

+." TANK CREW FIRING INTERVIEW

$ I

, S DATE
IR - INSTRUCTOR ID #

CRLH ib # T

o

7 CCLtteTOn we o
Dad you expemence prob]ems with putti'ng the computer 1nto operatioh?

[2

1
If yes, exp1a1n ’ ' - _ Y

5 LT :f .- L = : . s
T '« ,') Yes - ( ) No, . , - Lo
N L o e D ] . . Lo
— — — X
=5 7
: N ;i-. . -

2, D1d you experience any protﬂems w1th the range finder durmg f1r1ng?

If ye’s, exp’fain : o : o ) DO
. LA /— ] ”;,' "

A - . ‘9
s ~ . . oL : T

- W .
(RN [ . [P <
_ ot -y I . L e N \'\. . . . R
_ R - v o ey ST
\ -
- 34 o=
i
o .
-

'3'- were there any probl ems w1th continuous 1ead? I yes; explain:! -

7 *( Yoges . ()R e

R . :
C » \..\,/"cj ’ o< ) W N - Vo,

o Sl T t L R r b ._-v,,,,‘,, , T o . ,
* U 4Y Were thére any probhms,with the éights (gs . GPS}'GAS;)?:'\;eii];f yes, explain . -, 7
; > AR S P A

f'ob?em an&?:'few act?on R :

,;' an
3 - - ;7‘ ;_,,-9‘ [ - z
—. 3 = RS P - e
- - ; - . - 'J';"g‘ Y . [}
T ! N S -
: o R S N !
2y ~ -4 o -
i N BN a—
g R TALL B ’ -
- . . 7 e . '\
. N . _ .
s:?&f b . :
. e {.® & e
) ST _ Co 8
. AR PO ool 1 | WP NI - st




. ' ) : ) ";;) K ,
' I - Soo- 5 o4 g YT .
: : P . ; Page 2 of 3 " - i -
3 ) N C 7,4 - . ';7 ; ; .

f. . A 4 t .
. s dig.the crew take witi prob{emsz, (Ref Ques 1-4) '@ -
. ‘v A -

wihat c’.L_C
, . . - a2 e LY Bl
Corrected By Erew Reported to Kafﬂt“ : Fyred ”ywéyief;gi;

5. Was there an indication of a fire control system fallggg §§§P}§Y§§'l _ ap
the signt during firing? If yes, state what failed and what actiom was 5
taken by thie crew: . ,i ;

( ) Yes ( ) No _ O L
. o : L B
- s / R
. v . A ¢ IR
. 7 \ =
: hi? Y T = — ) s
"7;“ . 7.57 ) v & . ; _",,;"';'i-
R R o o L %,
7. Was th%ﬁérqﬁer ammo imdexed for each firing? - SR T P
. ‘ 3 = o . ) o . ad
) Y@sﬁ NI T ) Wa |
;?&-é, d thﬁ\tanx commander fire {py’main gun m:??ds frbm-hls oﬁerride
?es > | R ‘: ., _ ’ “,l\, « \' 5; ‘ { 7 ) s.
Vo ( -) Yes K ),”ﬁé‘ . in . " 3 .
A . . _'; , 3 ] g,’ i : 7& - .\
) L j R R
: - ! I
R P ; o 8
. Ca Lok e . L
;L B ~ ~ N 7777'77 . . ".:v‘-
404 90 pid continuous Iead make it easitr for thekgunner to hit :héxﬁﬁ%igg o
: target? - . : < ‘:71\’7 = . .
- R . R PR : PR ° L — g
(.) Yes € 3)e Ro.. L RO ..
. : . L . s e, B F B
10.  Was emergency power switch used during the firing? o o
Y Xes () Ne  Ifves;why? _ g sl v S
T s e e
: A Yoo LR T c
. O L E s ey ‘4544\ =5 i

; h' T V :7 . -‘& ".' . T o ‘-;w ::. i
- = e L Ny T
PN Bg - ’ LY N v m;( ; T s W L ] 7;;4:\'_*_. =t : :
‘11.  Were there "any #ain gun matfuhccions‘ﬁuring,the courge? fIifjeg;xwh@t
w S

.was the malfunctzon ang what corrective é&iion was caken?” « <o T
_ é P
. : _ e

a . i v ’ o ker
s oy Yhsq’; C. § NO A S R

" l‘ — - : ; A) Iy
: X ( 5 S — 3. o { - ~
. L E‘ w7 VolziRY )’:_':' R S
< 777{ ) : v U (\;?‘_; . . ‘._3'. \E N B
' ) TH FORM 2951-S8.. i ' AR 5 L Tf R
I o

N (CT 29 Aug 80) 3‘~' ‘;“ - ; - . ) -' o m TR
y : - BRI ¥, 2 .~ 1 R 7}9 S VoS '
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. g 'Y -
. - ¢ 4 : ,
~ " R .
: i o ’ . ' S AT _
- 12.; During nlgnt operations, did the dirlver use hlB\nxght v1§10n v1ewer? . -
<& . . P . -
¢y yes - () Nis .or > "
- . , . 'I'A' - - L L .
" §3: 'Were there af}yiproblems installing ‘the driver 3 nigh: vision vxewer"
‘ If ycs, 'wha; «wa;s the; probiem? I o . .
. : i ] : .
< u‘\ ] 7,‘1-_.777 - ) ’
7 i . o _‘;A ( ) No " e 5
‘a iv‘. . l. ’ +
. T 4 E - E
S-\A . v Ve l‘t — T ¥ \ > ] ’ \ .
4L was- thd. driver ‘s hatch ciosed'during fxriﬁg? C s o
' ? v 2 _
. LR BRI 2
' ‘“( - Yes- :’,5. ( ) No 3
c ns,: L ow ' _ . o
;?;5';; Wﬁat :Qas :be crew s impression of the computer — % ——
R ; ‘;'_":‘a tn 5 . .
R ‘:’n *’\ ; j ’ | w . I
e s
: ] . _ \ v ‘ R
) &x, L= i
LT ~ - - * . -
] L e
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Tralning ob3ect1ves must not be?confused With JOB reqnxrements., Trainlng

objectlves specify behav1ors that: students.are expected to.exhibit after train—

- ing.
required on the JOb

These behav1ors are . uegpssarllykthe.same.as the: behaviors that are
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1nstructc"rs and the tralnlﬂg‘evaluator can__gllkphe difference between'

performance at or aboVe standard Fndm performahce that -is below standard. "
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13. ,Sge leSson plan should call for the demonstratlon of the task (in its .
entirety). ) . : . , ;
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14, When there are subtasks 1n a leSson, demonstrations should ‘be required for

. each subtask “and an 1ntegrated demonstration should be requIred foiiowxng

“

subtask training. S -
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'15. The lesson plans should describe how to conduct the demonstrations:

16. »@ré'cti'ce activities shouid‘b'e' called for in the lesson pian:
o . . ‘
17. The lesson pldn should specify that each subtask and task be practlced

lé. The lesson plan should prov1de guidance to instructors that tells them

what to. look for during practice and how to correct faulty performance when it

occirs.. This guidance might include some or all of the follow1ng. (» speci—

fication of aspects of the tasks thatrmIght be expected to cause problems for

students, (2) common student errors on the task being practiced; (3): telling
the instrictor what to do when the student is unable to even start doing the

task (e.g., demonstrate the task agaln), (4) telling the instructor to' provide

‘additional assistance when student progrgss toward the obJectlve stops; and

CS) directlons to mahe‘feedback regardlng student ‘errors 1mmed1atek specific . -

to the actions performed and free from harshness Qr r1d1CUle. BRI

19 -The lesson’ plan should specxfy that practice on each tabk/subtask be _per-

formed by each student -to a specified standard (or to the standard specified

:r‘1n the tra1n1ng obJectlve)
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